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ABSTRACT 

 

Substitute major events include live sites, event celebrations and viewing parties that are 

held at the same time as the actual major event, but away from the actual major event site. 

These events are becoming increasingly used by stakeholders to counteract venue and 

destination capacity concerns, and in leveraging the social value connected with major 

sporting and non-sporting events. They are also becoming frequently used by consumers as a 

way of feeling a part of the major event, particularly when spectatorship to the actual event 

venue may not be possible. However, little is known about how consumers arrive at the 

decision to attend a substitute event rather than spectatorship at the actual major event.  

 

Research on event spectatorship behaviour has begun to identify the main constraints 

experienced by attendees and non-attendees to special events. However, a lack of research 

has focused on the constraints encountered by substitute attendees. In addition, research has 

yet to identify the main ways in which consumers overcome or alleviate the effects of 

constraints on spectatorship towards major and substitute events. Furthermore, event 

research has yet to examine the relationships between motivation, constraints, negotiation 

and participation, including substitution, in consumers’ spectatorship decisions. Similarly, 

research within the frameworks of leisure constraint theory and the theory of substitutability 

has yet to investigate this “constraint negotiation process” with the outcome of substitution. 

As such, this study builds and examines a structural model that assists in predicting and 

understanding the constraint negotiation process in consumers’ decisions towards 

spectatorship at substitute major events. Hubbard and Mannell’s (2001) constraint-effects-

mitigation model was adapted and extended through incorporating components of Jackson’s 

et al (1993) leisure constraint negotiation and Iso-Ahola’s (1986) substitution outcome 

behaviour propositions.  
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The methodology for this study was directed to scale development and model testing. A 

sequential mixed methods design was applied, beginning with a qualitative approach through 

to quantitative techniques. The main data collection methods involved semi-structured 

interviews (n = 28) and the distribution of a self-administered survey (n = 608) to actual, 

substitute and non-attendees of the Emirates Melbourne Cup, a major horseracing event held 

in Australia. Main data analysis techniques included content analysis, exploratory factor 

analysis, confirmatory factor analysis, structural equation modelling (SEM) and MANOVA.  

 

Results indicated that respondents encountered two distinct, yet correlated dimensions of: 1) 

internal (e.g., psychological and social relationship factors), and 2) external (e.g., cost and 

crowd factors) constraints. The respondents also used two main negotiation strategies of: 1) 

resource sacrifice (e.g., time, financial and social relationship management), and 2) prior 

knowledge (e.g., from previous direct and / or vicarious experiences of the event). 

Consumers also selected and attended substitute event venues because they offered an 

opportunity to derive similar benefits and outcomes that were either remembered or 

imagined of the actual major event. These benefits included socialisation, excitement, 

entertainment, enjoyment, convenience and cost-effectiveness. 

 

SEM findings also indicated that consumers’ eventual decision to attend a substitute major 

event were the result of a complex inter-relationship between motivation, constraints and 

negotiation. Consumers who were highly motivated towards major event spectatorship 

encountered less constraints, and vice versa. Constraints increased the likelihood of 

substitution outcomes and also increased the use of negotiation, which in turn increased a 

substitution outcome. External constraints triggered a greater use of resource sacrifice 

negotiation than prior knowledge strategies. Motivation also increased substitution 

outcomes, through the activation of negotiation strategies. Although the predicted direct, 
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negative, effect of motivation on substitution outcome in the structural model was 

insignificant, the qualitative findings in this study provided some relationship support. That 

is, those consumers who were highly motivated towards actual major event spectatorship, as 

well as those who were extremely disinterested in the major event were less likely to 

consider spectatorship at a substitute event. MANOVA results also indicated support for the 

relationship between motivation and substitution outcome, and provided insights into how 

spectatorship statuses differed in terms of constraints and negotiation. In comparison to 

actual and non-attendees, consumers to substitute events were, on average, significantly 

moderate in their motivations towards the actual major event, the constraints that they 

encountered and the use of negotiation strategies.  

 

This study has made a significant and unique contribution to knowledge on event 

spectatorship behaviour and to research within the leisure constraint theory and the theory of 

substitutability fields in terms of confirmations, disconfirmations and additions. The study 

also provides a number of practical and theoretical implications to the areas of major events, 

tourism, leisure, recreation, consumer behaviour, marketing and decision-making. These 

implications include: a) an integrated theoretical framework, b) scale development, and c) 

insights into behaviour that is not dichotomous. Future research directions include the 

replication of the study with different samples and settings, and a longitudinal approach to 

understand additional factors that influence consumers’ constraint negotiation processes and 

substitution outcomes.  

 

Key words:  Constraint negotiation process, Major events, Substitute major events, 

Leisure constraint theory, Theory of Substitutability, Scale development, 

Structural equation modelling, Comparative analysis   
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 1

CHAPTER 1 

Overview of Study 

 

1.1 Study Purpose Statement and Justification  

Major events bring many benefits to organisations and communities, such as economic, 

social and cultural impacts (e.g., Burgan & Mules, 2001; Faulkner, Chalip, Brown, Jago, 

March & Woodside, 2001; Getz, 1993, 2008; Mules & Dwyer, 2006; Fredline, Jago & 

Deery, 2006; Lim & Lee, 2006). These events also play a significant role in tourism 

industries as key draw cards in destination-marketing campaigns (Jago & Shaw, 1995). 

Stakeholders are increasingly using major events as a way of boosting economies, attracting 

global media attention, creating urban renewal, and enhancing international and domestic 

visitation to the host destination and surrounding areas (Chalip, Green & Vander Velden, 

1998; Kim & Chalip, 2004; McDonnell, Allen & O’Toole, 1999; Jago & Shaw, 1995). 

 

With the increased staging and touristic benefits of major events, a significant amount of 

research has established the key factors that motivate consumers to become sporting and 

non-sporting event spectators (see Kim & Chalip, 2004; Won & Kitamura, 2006). This 

literature has been useful to stakeholders in developing product and marketing strategies to 

retain and entice spectators, and in positioning the event in relation to competing markets 

via media outlets (Brown, Chalip, Jago & Mules, 2002; Chalip, Green & Hill, 2003; Ritchie 

& Smith, 1991). However, little research has focused on the types of constraints or barriers 

that consumers encounter in their decisions towards major event spectatorship (Getz, 2008; 

Pritchard, Funk & Alexandris, 2009; Kim & Chalip, 2004; Milner, Jago & Deery, 2004). In 

addition, there is a dearth of research on the ways in which consumers overcome or 

negotiate constraints towards event attendance (Getz, 2008; Pritchard et al, 2009). An 
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understanding of these factors and how consumers make decisions towards spectatorship is 

particularly important, as many major events are now attracting “substitute events”.  

 

Substitute events are celebrations that are held at the same time as the actual major event, 

but away from the actual major event site. They include “live sites”, “viewing parties”, 

“virtual events”, “watch parties”, public viewing areas or fan-fest sites that are provided by 

the event organising body, as well as the celebrations that are arranged by members of the 

public at venues such as homes, workplaces and hospitality industry sites. Additionally, 

these alternative events include some degree of media simulcast and replication of the major 

events, in terms of the activities, food, drink and dress. Some examples of major events that 

attract substitute events include the FIFA Soccer World Cup, Superbowl, the Eurovision 

Song Contest and the Olympic Games, as well as many sporting fixtures.  

 

Stakeholders are frequently incorporating these events in product and marketing designs as 

a way of: a) increasing visitation and the economic impact of the event to the host 

destination, b) managing capacity issues associated with the event venue and destination, c) 

leveraging the major event’s social value, and d) increasing broadcasting and sponsorship 

opportunities. In addition, stakeholders of other destinations are using substitute events as a 

way of tapping into the benefits of the major event. Moreover, consumers are frequently 

using these alternative experiences as a way of feeling a part of the event, particularly when 

attendance to the actual major event may not be possible.  

 

The concept of substitute events has received some discussion in the event tourism, sport 

and spectator literature, particularly in regards to their social value opportunities (Chalip, 

2006) and in terms of the economic implications on media consumption and live 

spectatorship figures (e.g., Bambridge, Cameron & Dawson, 1996; Schofield, 1983). 
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However, a paucity of research exists on the decision-making process of spectators to 

substitute events (Pritchard & Funk, 2006). That is, why do these consumers decide to 

attend a substitute event rather than spectatorship at the actual major event?  

 

To assist in understanding the decision-making process of consumers to substitute events, 

aspects of leisure constraint theory and the theory of substitutability can be applied. Both of 

these theories draw liberally on the notion of constraints impacting on consumers’ decisions 

and behaviour, and on the interactions between constraints, motivation and negotiation 

(Brunson & Shelby, 1993; Mannell & Loucks-Atkinson, 2005). These theories suggest that 

constraints are not necessarily insurmountable to participation for some individuals, 

dependent on the strength of motivation (Jackson, Crawford & Godbey, 1993) or the 

psychological investment in the activity (Iso-Ahola, 1986). That is, some individuals use 

negotiation and still partake in the intended activity, while others will alter their intended 

behaviour through the use of negotiation by seeking a suitable alternative activity or venue 

(Brunson & Shelby, 1993; Jackson et al, 1993; Kay & Jackson, 1991).  

 

Leisure constraint theory, through Jackson’s et al (1993) propositions, mainly focuses on 

the interaction of constraints and motivation, along with constraint alleviation strategies, in 

the form of a “constraint negotiation process”. The theory infers that a number of outcomes 

are possible from this process, such as participation, non-participation and substitution 

behaviour. Empirical research in the leisure field has begun to verify Jackson’s et al (1993) 

propositions in relation to actual and “intention to continue” participation levels (e.g., 

Alexandris, Barkoukis, Tsorbatzoudis & Grouios, 2003; Alexandris, Barkoukis & 

Tsormpatzoudis, 2007; Alexandris, Kouthouris & Girgolas, 2007; Alexandris, 

Tsorbatzoudis & Grouios, 2002; Carroll & Alexandris, 1997; Hubbard & Mannell, 2002; 

Loucks-Atkinson & Mannell, 2007; Son, Mowen & Kersetter, 2008). However, research 
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has yet to focus on empirically examining the constraint negotiation process and the 

outcome of substitution (Mannell & Loucks-Atkinson, 2005).   

 
 
Conversely, the theory of substitutability focuses on the substitution outcomes of 

consumers’ decisions and infers that, mainly through Iso-Ahola’s (1986) propositions, a 

process similar to that contained in leisure constraint theory has already occurred. In 

particular, research within the framework centres on how individuals interchange between 

activities so that they can achieve “acceptably equivalent” outcomes and benefits of the 

intended activity (Brunson & Shelby, 1993). Empirical verification of Iso-Ahola’s (1986) 

propositions is extremely limited in the leisure and recreation context, as research has yet to 

broaden its focus on empirically examining the decision factors that influence or create an 

actual substitution outcome (Brunson & Shelby, 1993). Furthermore, relatively limited 

research has applied the central tenets of leisure constraint theory and the theory of 

substitutability to the event spectator context (Getz, 2008; Pritchard & Funk, 2006).  

 

Considering these literature gaps, and the leveraging benefits and increasing use of 

substitute events by stakeholders and consumers, there is a compelling reason from both an 

academic and industry standpoint to conduct research into these consumers. Hence, the 

overarching research question for this study is:  

 

How do consumers’ motivation, constraints and negotiation efforts 

interact and effect their decisions towards spectatorship at substitute 

major event experiences? 

 

Essentially, this study examines the constraint negotiation process and the outcome of 

substitution in consumers’ decisions in the event spectator context by integrating aspects of 

Jackson’s et al (1993) and Iso-Ahola’s (1986) propositions. The major event data collection 
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context for this study is the Emirates Melbourne Cup. This hallmark horseracing event is 

held annually in Melbourne, Australia. Dubbed as “the race that stops a nation”, this major 

event attracts numerous substitute events across Australia and in some cases the world 

(McGrath, 2007, n.p.). Hence, this major event made an ideal context for this investigation.  

 

The aim of this study is to develop and test a structural model that assists in understanding 

and predicting substitute event spectatorship behaviour. More specifically, this study has 

four objectives:  

 

1. To investigate the types of constraints and negotiation strategies that are encountered 

and used by actual, substitute and non-attendees to major events, 

 

2. To determine the use and key aspects in substitution behaviour outcomes in the 

constraint negotiation process, 

 

3. To develop scaling measures, with sound psychometric properties of constraints, 

negotiation and substitution outcome in the event spectator context, and  

 

4. To identify and compare the differences in motivation, constraints and negotiation 

efforts by consumers’ attendance status, which will assist in validating the structural 

model.  

 

The next section provides a brief overview of the methodology design for this investigation.  

 

1.2 Methodology 

The methodology for this study centres on scale development, and research model and 

hypotheses testing. The study uses a sequential mixed-methods approach, across four 

phases, beginning with qualitative methods through to quantitative techniques. Phase 1 

consists of the content analysis of semi-structured interviews with actual, substitute and 
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non-attendees to the 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup (n = 28). This analysis assists in the 

identification of the constraints, negotiation and substitution outcome construct dimension 

relevant to the study context.  

 

Phase 2 then uses these findings, along with insights from existing literature, to develop 

scales and a survey instrument. Pilot testing is undertaken to assist in purifying scale items 

(n = 119). Phase 3 then distributes the refined survey instrument to a larger sample of the 

2006 Emirates Melbourne Cup population. Data (n = 608) is used to validate the scales 

through obtaining the latent factor structure and construct validity diagnostics (i.e., 

convergent and discriminant validity). Phase 4 then uses these results and data set to test the 

study’s research model and hypotheses by using structural equation modelling (SEM) and 

MANOVA. The analysis also assists in further validating the scales (i.e., dimensionality, 

predictive validity, the nomological network and known-group validity). The next section 

defines a number of key terms and constructs used throughout this document.  

 

1.3 Definitions 

Definitions that are adopted by researchers are often not consistent, so it is important that 

key terms are defined to ascertain the stances taken in investigations (Perry, 1998). Table 1-

1 provides a number of terms and definitions. These terms were generated to reflect either: 

a) practical elements related to the event spectator and substitute event context, or b) the 

constructs that were used in the research model for this study. Next, a brief overview of the 

thesis structure is provided.  

 

1.4 Structure of Thesis  

The remainder of this document comprises seven chapters, a reference list and associated 

appendices. Chapter 2 reviews and synthesises literature from the special event, sport, 
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Table 1-1 Definition of key terms and constructs† 
 

Term / Construct Definition 

Substitute Events 

 
Event celebrations, live sites, viewing parties, virtual events, watch 
parties, public viewing areas or fan-fest sites that are held at the same 
time as the actual major event, but away from the actual major event 
site.  
 

Event Spectator 

 
A person who attends the major or substitute event with the intent to 
view the special event genre. 
 

Actual Attendees 
 
People who celebrate the major event at the actual major event site.  
 

Substitute Attendees 

 
People who celebrate the major event away from the actual major event 
site.  
 

Non-Attendees 

 
People who do not celebrate the major event, either at the actual major 
event site or at substitute events.  
 

Motivation 

 
An internal factor that stimulates, directs and integrates an individual to 
attend the actual major event (Iso-Ahola, 1982; p. 230). Used as a 
second-order latent construct in the research model. 
 

Constraints 

 
Internal and external restraining factors that vary in intensity and 
inhibit, modify or prevent spectatorship (adapted from Jackson, 1991). 
Used as a second-order latent construct in the research model. 
 

Negotiation 

 
Various strategies and / or resources that assist consumers to overcome 
or alleviate the effects of constraints on spectatorship (adapted from 
Jackson et al, 1993). Used as a second-order latent construct in the 
research model. 
 

Substitution 
Outcome 

 
A behavioural outcome where acceptably equivalent benefits and needs 
of the actual major event are obtained through an alternative experience 
format (adapted from Brunson & Shelby, 1993). Used as a first-order 
latent construct in the research model. 
 

 
†Source: Developed for this study from a review and synthesis of literature in Chapter 2. 
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decision-making, motivation, leisure constraint theory and the theory of substitutability 

fields. The chapter also details the research model, questions and hypotheses that will be 

examined in this study. Chapter 3 provides a holistic overview of the research design for 

this investigation, including details on the paradigmatic stance, methodological framework 

and the selection of the data collection context for this study. Chapters 4, 5, 6 and 7 present 

the methods and results from phases 1, 2, 3 and 4, respectively. Chapter 8 provides the 

conclusions, implications, limitations and future research directions arising from this study. 

The reference list and appendices then follow. The next section briefly concludes the 

current chapter.  

 

1.5 Chapter Summary 

This chapter introduced the study. A statement of the research was provided and justified, 

including the aims and objectives of the study. The methodology and key definitions used in 

the study were briefly overviewed. An outline of the thesis was also presented. On these 

foundations, the thesis can progress to a detailed description of the research, beginning with 

a review of relevant literature.  
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CHAPTER 2 

Literature Review 

 

2.1 Introduction 

Chapter 1 provided an introductory overview of the study. The current chapter reviews and 

identifies a number of gaps within existing special event and leisure literature. This review 

provides further clarity and justification to the study purpose statement in section 1.1. The 

review encompasses six main sections. To place this study into context, the first section 

briefly overviews the special event industry. Included in this overview will be a discussion 

on the emergence of substitute major events, through the use of examples. The second 

section then reviews the decision-making models that exist within the literature, which will 

then lead to an overview of previous research on the key motives behind event spectatorship 

in the third section. Next, literature on constraints, in the framework of leisure constraint 

theory, is reviewed. This review then moves into an overview on negotiation and the 

constraint negotiation process, in the fifth section. As one potential outcome of the 

constraint negotiation process, the sixth section focuses on the concept of substitution 

behaviour, through reviewing literature in the theory of substitutability framework.  

 

Following the literature review, a brief synthesis of key areas and gaps is then presented. 

This summary informs the overarching research question for this study. An outline of the 

study’s research model, sub-research questions and hypotheses is then provided.  

 

2.2 The Special Event Industry 

Special events are planned, short-term, sporadic, public-themed occasions that are designed 

to mark particular rituals, presentations, performances and celebrations (Getz, 1993, 1997; 

Jago & Shaw, 1998; McDonnell, Allen & O’Toole, 1999). These occasions are also 
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intended to achieve social, cultural and organisational goals (Getz, 1993; McDonnell et al, 

1999). These events can include national days and celebrations, special civic occasions, 

cultural performances, sporting competitions and fixtures, and corporate functions 

(McDonnell et al, 1999). Each event is unique, due to their varying designs, locations, 

genres, management styles and stakeholders (Getz, 1997, 2008; McDonnell et al, 1999). In 

addition, special events are also seen as tourist attractions, with international and domestic 

tourists travelling to a destination to attend or participate in events, either as a primary or 

secondary attraction (Getz, 1991).  

 

There are vast arrays of occasion that can fall under the definition of special events. Hence, 

events are often characterised by their size, scale and impacts (see Getz, 1997; Hall, 1992; 

Jago & Shaw, 1998; McDonnell et al, 1999; Ritchie, 1984). Jago and Shaw (1998) 

developed a widely accepted typology (see Figure 2-1‡), where special events are grouped 

under three main categories: 1) minor events, 2) festivals, and 3) major events.  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 13

Minor events and festivals are smaller in size to major events, as they generally appeal to 

smaller markets (i.e., community-based members and domestic tourists) and attract lower, 

but significant attendance levels. These events tend to be held more frequently than major 

events and are often the result of a community sector wanting to celebration: a) a way of 

life, b) an important historical aspect, or c) a cultural element (Dimmock & Tiyce, 2001; 

Getz, 1997). 

 

In contrast, major events are prominent, large-scale occasions that are capable of attracting 

significant international and domestic attendance, and media attention. These events create 

many benefits to the host destination, such as increasing: a) whole economies, b) tourist 

activity, c) urban renewal, and d) the demand for tourist and event related services (Jago & 

Shaw, 1998; McDonnell et al, 1999). Moreover, major events can be further categories as 

either “hallmark” or “mega” events.  

 

Hallmark events are major occasions that have developed immensely over time to increase 

awareness, demand and the profitability of a destination. In addition, these occasions have 

become synonymous with a town, city, region or country (Dimmock & Tiyce 2001; Getz, 

1997; Jago & Shaw, 1998; McDonnell et al, 1999; Ritchie, 1984). The New Orleans Mardi 

Gras, Tour de France, the Monaco Grand Prix and the Emirates Melbourne Cup are all 

examples of hallmark events.  

 

Mega events, on the other hand, are more infrequent than hallmark events. These occasions 

affect whole economies, yield high levels of tourist activity and attract global media 

attention (Dimmock & Tiyce, 2001; Getz, 1997, 1989; Jago & Shaw, 1998; McDonnell, et 

al, 1999). The Commonwealth Games, Olympic Games, FIFA Soccer World Cup, Rugby 

Union World Cup and World Expos are all prime examples of mega events.  
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Previous research has highlighted the increasing global occurrence of special events, and 

has noted that the concept of “event tourism” has rapidly developed into a thriving sector of 

the tourism industry (e.g., Crompton & McKay, 1997; Cunningham & Taylor, 1995; Getz, 

1997, 2008; Janiskee, 1994; Wicks & Fesenmaier, 1993; Yoon, Spencer, Holecek & Kim, 

2000). Getz (1997; p.1) particularly reflected on this notion by stating that the event 

industry has become “one of the most exciting and fastest growing forms of leisure, 

business and tourism-related phenomena”. Burr (1997; p. 107) also commented that special 

events and the event industry has become one of the “fastest growing forms of tourist 

attraction”.  

 

The sector growth can be mainly attributed to the increasing view and use of special events 

as important tourist attractions in many destination-marketing strategies (e.g., Brown et al 

2002; Getz, 1989, 2008; Getz & Frisby, 1988; Hall, 1992; Jago & Shaw, 1995; Mules & 

Faulkner, 1996; Ritchie, 1984; Ritchie & Smith, 1991). Special events are often developed 

and promoted by many destinations as opportunities to diversify economies, increase 

employment, and to bring many social and commercial benefits to a destination (Chalip et 

al, 1998; McDonnell et al, 1999). Moreover, special events can: a) assist in increasing 

visitation to a destination, b) aid in raising the awareness, image and profile of a region, and 

c) can also assist in community development and pride (Chalip et al, 1998; Dimmock & 

Tiyce, 2001; Getz, 1989; Getz & Frisby, 1988; Jago & Shaw, 1995; McDonnell et al, 1999).  

 

Furthermore, with the growth and prominence of the industry, and increased positioning of 

special events, in particular major events, via media outlets (Chalip et al, 2003), many 

special events are now attracting live sites or “substitute events”, as they are termed in this 

study. The next section defines and elaborates on the emergence of the use of substitute 

events in the special event industry.  
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2.2.1 Definition and Emergence of “Substitute” Events 

From a review of secondary information (i.e., event programmes, marketing collateral and 

Internet sources) on a wide range of special events, substitute events can be defined as event 

celebrations, live sites, viewing parties, virtual events, watch parties, public viewing areas 

or fan-fest sites that are held at the same time as the actual event, but away from the actual 

event site. These occurrences can be directly affiliated with the event and destination 

stakeholders and / or privately generated by members of the public. These events are hosted 

in hotels, pubs, sporting and non-sporting clubs, workplaces, parks / outdoor areas, 

hospitality venues, and at homes.  

 

Substitute events generally include some degree of media simulcast and replication of the 

actual event, in terms of event activities, food, drink and dress. These events can range from 

simple media use, where the consumer watches or listens to the actual event on the 

television, radio or Internet, through to parties that contain elaborate replication of the 

actual event. In addition, substitute events are commonly associated with major events 

(including hallmark and mega events), in particular, those events of a sporting genre. Figure 

2-2 ‡ illustrates Jago and Shaw’s (1998) typology with the inclusion and positioning of 

substitute events in relation to major events1.  

 

These alternative event experiences are becoming increasingly common in the event 

tourism industry and consumer markets. Major event and destination stakeholders are 

progressively using substitute events within product designs and marketing campaigns as a 

method of: a) increasing visitation and the economic impact of the event to the host 

destination and surrounding areas, b) managing capacity issues associated with the event 

and destination (i.e., the demand for limited ticketing, potential overcrowding at the main 

                                                 
1 This definition is indicative for this study, and by no means inclusive of the characteristics of all 
substitute events.   



 16 

 

 

 

 

 

      
 
 

  
 

  
 
 

event venue), and c) leveraging the social value of the major event to visitors and the host 

community. These stakeholders also utilise substitute events as a way of increasing 

broadcasting rights and sponsorship opportunities, in order to gain a competitive edge over 

rivals, increase event and destination awareness and to influence future travel intentions to 

the event and destination. In addition, stakeholders from other destinations and countries 

also create substitute events as a way of receiving some of the benefits of the major event, 

such as the economic impact and social value.  

 

Moreover, the concept of substitute events is becoming frequently used in consumer 

behaviour as a way of experiencing and feeling a part of the event, particularly when 

attendance to the actual major event may not be possible. To illustrate the key 

characteristics and use of substitute events provided thus, the remainder of this section 

provides examples of major events that attract these experiences. For instance, the FIFA 

World Cup is one major event that creates substitute events.  
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2.2.1.1 FIFA World Cup Example 

In 2006, over three million international and domestic soccer fans had tickets, travelled and 

attended the 64 matches of the FIFA World Cup across Germany (FIFA, 2006). More 

interestingly though, masses more soccer fans from across the globe were motivated to 

travel to the destination for the mega sporting event, even though they did not have a ticket 

to any soccer match, and in some cases, accommodation (Herald Sun, 2006). Instead, these 

visitors viewed the games at substitute event venues across Germany (Herald Sun, 2006). 

 

These alternative event venues included public viewing areas, live sites, tent cities, fan-fest 

sites and fan-parks, provided by event organisers and soccer fan bodies throughout 

Germany (OC 2006 FIFA World Cup, 2005; Chalip, 2006), as well as events organised by 

members of the public in homes, workplaces and hospitality venues (OC 2006 FIFA World 

Cup, 2005). These substitute events enabled the visitors to dress in their respective team 

colours, undertake activities related to the event (i.e., playing soccer), watch football 

matches on giant television screens, and to feel a part of the “World Cup fever” associated 

with the mega event (OC 2006 FIFA World Cup, 2005). In some cases, these substitute 

events offered visitors access to accommodation facilities, such as camping grounds.  

 

Furthermore, of the 26.29 billion television viewers of the event, a large number were also 

motivated to attend similar substitute events across the globe (Herald Sun, 2006; Poulter, 

2006). For example, in the United Kingdom, over 25 million people gathered at some type 

of substitute event across the country to barrack for the England team (Poulter, 2006). 

Conversely, in Australia, more than 6 000 fanatics braved the freezing winter conditions in 

the early hours of the morning to cheer on the Australian team at Federation Square in the 

central business district of Melbourne (Edmund, 2006). In addition, thousands watched the 

games on big television screens near the Sydney Opera house and many more celebrated at 
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other substitute event venues around Australia, such as homes, live sites and hospitality 

venues (Passa, 2006). 

 

The occurrence of these alternative events not only assisted in creating an economic impact 

for Germany (OC 2006 FIFA World Cup, 2005), but for other countries as well. For 

example, the substitute events held in the United Kingdom contributed to a £2 billion boost 

to the economy, due to the increased purchase of alcohol, party food and favours, wide-

screen televisions and World Cup merchandise (Poulter, 2006). Similar occurrences of 

substitute event experiences have also been noted for previous FIFA World Cups, such as 

the 2002 event in South Korea (Major League Soccer, 2006). However, examples of 

substitute major events are not solely limited to the FIFA World Cup. Another example of a 

mega-sporting event that attracts substitute events is the Olympics, in particular the 2000 

Sydney Olympic Games.  

 

2.2.1.2 Olympic Games Example 

In 2000, over six million tickets were sold and used throughout the seventeen days of the 

games (Olympic Org., 2001). In the lead up to the games, SOCOG anticipated an extra 400 

000 people would come into the Sydney metropolitan area on a daily basis during the games 

period (New South Wales Treasury, 2000). As such, the organising body created six 

“Olympic Live” sites around Sydney in attempt to combat potential overcrowding and 

associated management issues at the main Olympic site (New South Wales Treasury, 2000).  

 

These live sites were designed to draw the public to locations where they could be catered 

for and dispersed throughout the city. These sites were also designed to enthuse and excite 

Sydney residents and visitors, and to make the games more accessible to a range of 

individuals, by extending the Olympic spirit beyond the main event site (New South Wales 
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Treasury, 2000). For instance, each live site was: a) located on a major public transport 

route, b) were free to attend, c) had live coverage and information on the Olympic events on 

large screens, and d) contained a range of food, beverage and merchandise outlets (Games 

Info, 2000; New South Wales Treasury, 2000). Moreover, each live site had a theme and 

entertainment that catered to a particular market segment or interest, such as a circus theme 

for children and families, live music (including world, jazz and youth), and a site that 

specifically focused on the Olympic events coverage (Games Info, 2000). 

 

The live sites were immensely popular with more than 100 000 international tourists, 

domestic visitors and locals attending daily, and more than 1.5 million people having visited 

a site by the close of the games (Olympic Org., 2001). In addition, of the 3.7 billion 

worldwide television viewers, other substitute events, not organised by SOCOG, occurred 

in relation to the mega-event at a range of venues such as homes and hospitality venues 

(Olympic Org., 2001). The live site concept was so successful, that the International 

Olympic Committee (IOC) now incorporates substitute events within the product design 

template of future Olympic games (Olympic Org., 2001).  

 

Mega sporting events are not the only special events to attract substitute event celebrations. 

These experiences are also connected to many non-sporting genres, such as music events. A 

prime example of a major non-sporting event that has many associated substitute events is 

the Eurovision Song Contest.  

 

2.2.1.3 Eurovision Song Contest Example 

The Eurovision Song Contest is an annual competition amongst 43 countries of the 

European Broadcasting Union, to determine the nation with the most popular song. The 

contest is one of the most watched non-sporting events in the world (Eurovision, 2008). The 
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event is hosted by a different European country each year, and creates numerous substitute 

events, in the host destination, other European countries, and in many regions across the 

world. These events enable many people who are unable to travel to the host destination or 

obtain tickets to the actual event stadium, to celebrate and feel a part of the mega event.  

 

The hype associated with the event and the popularity of “Eurovision parties” in homes and 

hospitality venues is so great, that there are now websites dedicated to hosting the “perfect” 

event by providing information on designing party invitations, décor, dress codes, food, 

drink and games (BBC, 2003). The 2008 event, hosted in the Serbian capital of Belgrade, 

attracted more than 100 million television viewers across Europe, and more than 600 

million internationally, even though the countries outside of Europe did not compete in the 

event (The Press Association, 2008). The event is also broadcasted over the Internet, with 

more than 74 000 people in 140 countries celebrating the event in 2006 (Eurovision, 2008). 

However, Eurovision, the Olympic Games and the FIFA World Cup are not the only 

examples of major sporting and non-sporting events that create and attract these alternative 

celebrations.  

 

Substitute events have also been associated with other international concerts, such as Live 

8, and Live Aid. In addition, some reality shows also attract “watch parties”, such as the 

finales and weekly shows of Big Brother, American Idol, Australian Idol, Pop Idol, X factor 

and Survivor. The Academy Awards, Emmys and the Screen Actors Guild award shows are 

also know to attract “viewing parties” complete with red carpets, fake celebrities and 

paparazzi (Always On, 2006). 

 

There are also other examples of major events, mainly of a sporting nature, in the 

international arena that attract numerous substitute events of varying sizes and that are 
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organised by event stakeholders and / or members of the public. These examples include the 

Tour de France, IRB Rugby World Cup, Superbowl, the Wimbledon tennis tournament, the 

FA Cup and the Commonwealth Games. Some example of substitute events associated with 

major sporting events, occurring in Australia include the Emirates Melbourne Cup, Bathurst 

1000 car race, Melbourne Grand Prix, Australian Open tennis tournament, the State of 

Origin rugby league competition, the Australian Football League (AFL) grand final, the 

National Rugby League (NRL) grand final and the ARU Bledisloe Cup2 

 

With alternative event experiences becoming increasingly popular with major event 

stakeholders and in consumer behaviour, the topic of substitute events has surfaced in the 

event tourism, sport and spectator literature. Getz (2008) made a somewhat indirect 

reference to the concept of substitute event experiences, when commenting on the evolution 

of the event tourism industry. Getz (p. 404) referred to these occurrences as “virtual events 

(that are) communicated through various media (which) offer something of interest and 

value to consumers and the tourism industry (as they) are different kinds of event 

experiences”. Chalip (2006) also discussed live sites and substitute event experiences in 

relation to stakeholders leveraging the social value and benefits of sporting events for 

communities. Other researchers have also examined the concept, in terms of media 

consumption versus live spectatorship (e.g., Bambridge et al, 1996; Katz, Haas & 

Gurevitch, 1997; Pritchard & Funk, 2006; Schofield, 1983; Zhang & Smith, 1997). In other 

words, the degree to which spectators can vary between attending special events and 

viewing associated media accounts at home or away from the special event venue (Pritchard 

& Funk, 2006). The majority of this spectator research has tended to take a rather economic 

perspective, by focusing on the impacts of media consumption on broadcasting rights, 

                                                 
2 The major event examples provided in this chapter are indicative and are not intended to be an 
exhaustive listing of all major events that attract substitute events. Instead these examples assist in placing 
the study into context by providing insights into the use, impact and key characteristics of these 
occurrences in the event tourism industry and consumer markets.  
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ticket-box revenue and live attendance figures. However, a lack of research exists on the 

decision-making process behind spectators to substitute events (Pritchard & Funk, 2006). 

That is, why do these people choose to experience a substitute event rather than attending 

the actual major event? 

 

Understanding the decision-making process of these consumers has the potential to not only 

broaden knowledge of substitute events and literature on event spectator behaviour, but can 

also assist event and destination stakeholders in positioning and marketing these event 

experiences to key consumer markets with more, informed, precision. Hence, there is a 

worthy reason, from both an academic and industry perspective, to conduct research into 

these consumers. To assist in investigating the reasons and processes behind substitute 

event spectator behaviour, the next section reviews literature on decision-making models.  

 

2.3 Decision-Making Models  

A consumers’ eventual decision towards spectatorship at the major event or their substitutes 

are often the result of a process that involves using various stages and influences. There are 

a number of complex, multi-staged, cognitive and rational decision-making models put 

forth in the consumer behaviour, economic, psychology, marketing and tourism research 

fields (e.g., Clawson & Knetsch, 1966; Schiffman & Kanuk, 2000; Kumar & Mittal, 2001; 

Gilbert, 1991; Um & Crompton, 1990, 1992, 1999; Mathieson & Wall, 1982; Wahab, 

Sirakaya & Woodside, 2005; Crompton & Ankomah, 1993; van Raaij & Francken, 1984; 

Solomon, 1996; Punj & Srinivasan, 1992; Bettman, 1993; Engel, Blackwell & Miniard, 

1995). These models have been designed to understand and evaluate consumer decisions 

and behaviour.  
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A simple decision-making model, which to some extent provides a summary of the central 

foundations of more complex models, comprises three sequential stages: 1) input, 2) 

process, and 3) output (Schiffman & Kanuk, 2000; Kumar & Mittal, 2001). Figure 2-3 

provides an illustration of this simple decision-making model. The model moves from left 

to right. To assist in locating this study in a decision-making framework, this model has 

been adapted to reflect the event spectator and substitute event context. Each component of 

the model is briefly detailed next.  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 
Input 

 
- Stakeholder 
marketing efforts. 

 
- Social and cultural 
environment 
surrounding the 
consumer.  
 
 

 
Output 

 
- Attend actual major 
event. 
 
- Attend substitute 
event. 
 
- Non-attendance. 

 
Process 

 
Motivation 

 
 

Constraints 
 

 
Negotiation 

Figure 2-3 Simple decision-making model for the event spectator and substitute 
event context †٭ 

 
† Source: Developed for this study from a review of decision-making model literature.   
 Note: This model is not intended to be a comprehensive diagram of the intricacy of consumer ٭
decision-making. Instead, the model amalgamates and overviews the relevant decision-making 
constructs examined in this study into a whole. Boxes illustrate simplified stages in consumer 
decision-making. Unbroken lined arrows between boxes denote the direction between stages. Broken 
arrows between boxes represent feedback loops. Shaded boxes and arrows denote the decision-
making stages and direction relevant to this study. Arrows within process stage represent an 
interactive relationship between motivation, constraints and negotiation.  
 
 

The input component in the model is stimulus. That is, external influences of the promotion 

and marketing efforts of the major event and destination stakeholders, and the social and 

cultural environment surrounding the consumer (Schiffman & Kanuk, 2000). These stimuli 

are intended to positively expose, inform and influence consumer decisions to attend the 
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major event, and in some instances, spectatorship at substitute events (Kumar & Mittal, 

2001). The next stage involves a decision-making process, such as the recognition of a 

need, pre-purchase search and the evaluation of competing products and services 

(Schiffman & Kanuk, 2000). This process involves an interactive relationship between, for 

example, the consumers’ motivation, constraints, attitudes and perceptions towards 

spectatorship at the major event, the use of constraint alleviation-type efforts and the search 

for suitable alternatives in light of constraints (Kumar & Mittal, 2001). As a result of the 

interactions in the process stage, the output element of the model relates to the post-decision 

behaviour performed by the consumer (Kumar & Mittal, 2001; Schiffman & Kanuk, 2000). 

That is, for example, the behavioural outcomes of attending or not attending the major event 

and / or their substitutes.  

 

In using the simple decision-making model in Figure 2-3, this study focuses on the process 

and output stages of consumers’ decisions towards spectatorship at the major and / or 

substitute event. More specifically, this study is focused on the motivation, constraints and 

negotiation elements in consumers’ decision process. Each element is discussed next in this 

chapter, beginning with the construct of motivation.  

  

2.4 Motivation 

A consumer’s prior motivation plays an important role in determining spectatorship towards 

the major event and / or substitute events. Motivation is often defined as “an internal factor 

that arouses, directs and integrates a person’s behaviour” (Iso-Ahola, 1982; p.130), with 

decisions to partake in an activity or to perform a behaviour largely resulting from a 

“directed action which is triggered by a desire to meet a need” (Crompton & McKay, 1997; 

p. 425). In the special and sporting event field, a significant amount of literature on the 

motives behind spectatorship has emerged.  
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For instance, in the special event field, a number of researchers have identified the key 

motivations driving attendance to major cultural and music events and festivals (see Table 

2-1 for references). Kim, Uysal and Chen (2002) reflected upon these previous studies and 

indicated that there are commonly five motivation dimensions for attendance to these 

events: 1) escape, 2) excitement, 3) event novelty, 4) socialisation, and 5) family 

togetherness. Similar dimensions have also been identified in the literature on the 

motivation towards sporting event attendance. However, a number of studies in this field 

have highlighted additional factors that reflect a range of desires and internal benefits 

related to the sport being staged (see Table 2-1 for references). For example, these 

motivating factors include: a) drama, b) affiliation, c) vicarious achievement, d) aesthetics, 

e) entertainment, f) skill / skill mastery, g) interest in the sport / players / teams, h) 

community / national pride, i) knowledge, j) stress release, k) eustress, l) economic factors, 

m) self-esteem, n) self-actualisation, o) aggression, p) competition, and q) camaraderie.   

 

Table 2-1 Event spectatorship motivation studies †٭ 
 

Event Genre References 
Special events 
(including music and 
cultural major events 
and festivals). 

e.g., Backman, Backman, Uysal & Sunshine, 1995; Crompton & 
McKay, 1997; Dewar, Meyer & Li, 2001; Faulkner, Fredline, Larson & 
Tomljenovic, 1999; Formica & Murrmann, 1998; Formica & Uysal, 
1996, 1998; Lee, 2000; Lee, Lee & Wicks, 2004; Mohr, Backman, 
Gahan & Backman, 1993; Nicholson & Pearce, 2000, 2001; Nogawa, 
Yamaguchi & Hagi, 1996; Raybould, 1998; Robinson & Gammon, 
2004; Scott, 1996; Schneider & Backman, 1996; Thrane, 2002; Uysal, 
Gahan & Martin, 1993. 
 

Sporting events. e.g., Funk, Mahony, Nakazawa & Hirakawa, 2000, 2001; Trail & 
James, 2001; Wann, 1995; Pritchard et al, 2009; Won & Kitamura, 
2006; Correia & Esteves, 2007; Wann, Brewer & Royalty, 1999; 
Wann, Schrader & Wilson, 1999. 

 
† Source: Complied by the researcher for this study. 
 Note: Not intended to be a listing of all published research, but to rather illustrate the depth and ٭
breadth literature on event spectatorship motivations. 
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The establishment of these motivation dimensions have provided some insights into 

understanding why individuals attend special and sporting events. This information, 

coupled with the use of various media channels, have been useful to event stakeholders in 

designing product and marketing strategies to retain and entice visitors to the event and 

destination (Armstrong, 2002; Burnett, Menon, & Smart, 1993; Chalip et al, 2003; Kim & 

Chalip, 2004; Meir, 2000; Pritchard & Funk, 2006; Ritchie & Smith, 1991). In turn, the 

maintained and increased visitation enhances the financial and tourist benefits of the event 

to the host destination and surrounding areas (Chalip et al, 1998) and in improving the 

destination and event’s positioning in relation to competing markets (Brown et al, 2002).  

 

However, as suggested in much of the psychology and motivation literature, a motive is not 

the only factor that directs or determines behaviour (Iso-Ahola, 1980, 1989). Constraints 

also shape motivation and decision processes, and can assist in explaining consumer 

behaviour (Crompton & McKay, 1997; Iso-Ahola, 1980, 1982, 1989; Carroll & Alexandris, 

1997; Huston & Ashmore, 1986; Crawford et al, 1991; Jackson et al, 1993). The next 

section examines the concept of constraints through reviewing literature within the leisure 

constraint theory framework.  

 

2.5 Constraints: Leisure Constraint Theory 

Leisure constraint theory is primarily concerned with the investigation of factors that “limit 

the formation of leisure preferences and / or inhibit or prohibit participation and enjoyment 

in leisure” (Jackson, 1991; p. 279). Within the leisure arena, constraints to participation and 

non-participation can be defined as obstacles or restraining factors that are assumed by 

researchers and are either apparent or real to an individual (Jackson, 2000). These factors 

are suspected to influence individuals’ motivation towards participation in terms of 

“frequency”, “intensity”, “duration”, “quality”, “preference” or “freedom of choice” in an 
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activity (Goodale & Witt, 1989).  

 

Incidentally, it is important to note, that the theoretical agenda now prefers to use the 

expression “constraints” (including “perceived constraints”) to the term “barriers”, which 

was commonly used in the pre-1990s leisure constraint literature (Alexandris, Barkoukis & 

Tsormpatzoudis, 2007). In particular, Jackson (1991) argued that the former term had a 

wider meaning than the latter, as the term barriers falls short of encompassing the extensive 

range of factors and elements that hamper leisure behaviour. More specifically, as Jackson 

and Scott (1999) contended, barriers relate to primarily superficial and physical constraints 

(i.e., time, cost and other resource unavailability) that mediate between an individual’s 

preferences for an intended activity and the actual participation outcome (Crawford, 

Jackson & Godbey, 1993). Therefore, as Jackson and Scott (1999) argued, constraints had a 

broader meaning by encompassing not only physical and external barriers but also social 

relationship and psychological constraints.  

 

The theory first emerged in the 1970s, stemming from previous work into non-participation 

and recreation barriers from as far back as the early 19th century. Research up until the early 

1990s continued to focus on constraints as barriers or “insurmountable” obstacles to 

participation (Iso-Ahola & Mannell, 1985; Jackson & Searle, 1985; Jackson, 1988; Goodale 

& Witt, 1989). This assumption suggested that constraints at the onset of leisure 

preferences, regardless of the intensity or strength of the barrier, would ultimately lead to 

non-participation. However, with the increased understanding of the role of constraints on 

participation, this assumption was broadened to include the investigation of the reasons why 

people ceased participation after initiation and why some people still participated in the 

activity, in light of constraints.  
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In brief, the theory conceptualises the notion that constraints and an individual’s strength of 

motivation for participation interact and form preferences and / or influence consumer 

behaviour (Carroll & Alexandris, 1997; Jackson et al, 1993). The framework indicates that 

participation in an activity may be “inhibited”, “altered” or “blocked”, dependent on the 

strength of motivation for participation and the level of constraints perceived by an 

individual (Crompton, Jackson & Witt, 2005). The theory can assist, and is used, to explain 

why some individuals do not develop leisure preferences or report a ‘lack of motivation’ in 

an activity (Crompton et al, 2005), and why some individuals partake in an activity, even 

though they have experienced relatively high constraints towards participation (Jackson et 

al, 1993).  

 

The theory has progressed fairly rapidly over the last two decades, and has made a 

noteworthy contribution to the leisure and recreation research fields (Jackson & Scott, 

1999). The notion of constraints and their impact on leisure participation have now become 

a widely accepted area in the leisure literature (Jackson, 1988; Wade, 1985). The results of 

this progression have produced an established and continually growing theoretical 

framework that assists many researchers in leisure and similar disciplines, such as tourism, 

to understand how constraints can effect participation in a range of activities (Henderson, 

Bialeschki, Shaw & Freysinger, 1996). The next section briefly summaries the leisure and 

tourism research contexts that have used this theoretical agenda.  

 

2.5.1 Leisure and Tourism Applications of Theory  

The framework has been explored extensively in the leisure research field, encompassing a 

wide range of populations. For example, the theory has been applied to understand the 

constraints experienced by: a) park and recreation enthusiasts, b) sport participation, c) 

female leisure activities, d) general leisure activities, e) varying lifecycles, f) immigrants 
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and race minorities, g) cross-culture leisure contexts, h) leisure activities of disabled people, 

and i) the temporal stability of leisure constraints. Table 2-2 provides example references 

for these populations and research contexts.  

 

However, it is not until fairly recently that the theory has been applied to the tourism 

context (Hudson & Gilbert, 2000). Research has been undertaken to determine the types of 

constraints that tourists encounter and to understand the effects of constraints on tourist 

experiences across various market segments. For instance, these tourist markets have 

included: a) senior tourists, b) young travellers, c) general travel markets, d) non-travellers, 

e) student travel, f) solo women travellers, g) resort tourists, h) adventure and sport tourism, 

i) nature-based tourists, and j) disabled tourists. Other constraint studies in the tourism 

context have been used to comment on tourism seasonality, the general decision-making 

patterns of tourists, and in relation to tourist attractions and their patrons. Table 2-3 

provides example references for these tourism contexts.  

 

To date, the application of the theory has mainly been descriptive in the identification of 

constraint types. Only a few studies have examined, in detail, the framework that underpins 

the theory in the tourism context (e.g., Daniels, Drogin Rodgers & Wiggins, 2004; Fleischer 

& Pizam, 2000; Gilbert & Hudson, 2000; Hinch & Jackson, 2000; Hinch, Jackson, Hudson 

& Walker, 2005; Hudson, 2000; Nyaupane & Andereck, 2007; Nyaupane, Morais & 

Graefe, 2004; Pennington-Gray & Kersetter, 2002). Moreover, the theoretical framework of 

leisure constraints has yet to be applied in the event spectatorship context in any depth 

(Getz, 2008; Pritchard & Funk, 2006). 
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Table 2-2 Leisure constraint theory application in leisure and recreation †٭ 

Population / Context References 
Park and recreational 
enthusiasts (inc. outdoor 
recreation) 

e.g., Backman, 1991; Baumgartner & Heberlien, 1981; Goodale & 
Witt, 1989; Howard & Crompton, 1984; Hurd & Forrester, 2005; 
Jackson, 1990, 1993, 1994; Jackson & Dunn, 1988, 1991; 
MacFarlene, Boxall & Watson, 1998; McGuire, O’Leary, Yeh & 
Dottavio, 1989; Nadirova & Jackson, 2000; Pennington-Gray, Thalpa 
& Holland, 2002; Romsa & Hoffman, 1980; Scott & Jackson, 1996; 
Searle & Jackson, 1985ab; Shores, Scott & Floyd, 2007; Wright, 
Drogin Rodgers & Backman, 2001; Wright & Goodale, 1991. 
 

Sport participation  e.g., Alexandris & Carroll, 1997ab; Alexandris, Kouthouris & 
Girgolas, 2007b; Alexandris, Tsorbatzoudis & Grouios, 2002; 
Andronikidis, Vassiliadis, Priporas & Kamenidou, 2006; Boothby, 
Tungatt & Townsend, 1981; Carroll & Alexandris, 1997; Kouthouris, 
2005; Petrick, Backman, Bixler & Norman, 2001; Vassiliadis, 
Siomkos & Mylonaski, 2006. 
 

Female leisure and 
recreation participation 

e.g., Auster, 2001; Bialeschki & Hicks, n.d.; Brown, Brown, Miller & 
Hansen, 2001; Culp, 1998; Drakou, Tzetzis & Mamantzi, 2008; 
Frederick & Shaw, 1995; Henderson, 1991; Henderson, Bedini, Hecht 
& Schuler, 1995; Henderson & Bialeschki, 1993; Henderson & 
Dialeschki, 1991; Jackson & Henderson, 1995; Little, 2000, 2002; 
Whyte & Shaw, 1995. 
 

General leisure activities 
(inc. public leisure 
services) 

e.g., Backman, 1991; Backman & Crompton, 1990; Chick & Roberts, 
1989; Francken & van Raaij, 1981; Godbey, 1985; Hubbard & 
Mannell, 2001; Mannell & Loucks-Atkinson, 2005; Scott, 1991; 
Searle, 1991; Shaw, Bonen & McCabe, 1991. 
 

Lifecycle stages and 
leisure participation  

e.g., Alexandris, Barboukis & Tsormapatzoudis, 2007a; Alexandris, 
Barboukis, Tsorbatzoudis & Grouios, 2003; Beggs, Elkins & Powers, 
2005; Buchanan & Allen, 1985; Crawford & Godbey, 1987; Drakou, 
Tzetzis & Mamantizi, 2008; Elkins & Beggs, 2007; Hultsman, 1993; 
Iso-Ahola, Jackson & Dunn, 1994; Jackson & Rucks, 1995; Mannell 
& Zuzanek, 1991; McGuire, 1984; Raymore, Godbey & Crawford, 
1994; Raymore, Godbey, Crawford & von Eye, 1993; Witt & 
Goodale, 1981; Willits & Willits, 1986. 
 

Immigrants/ race 
minorities  

e.g., Johnson, Bowker & Cordell, 2001; Livengood & Stodolska, 
2004; Shinew, Floyd & Parry, 2004; Stodolska, 1998, 2000. 
 

Cross culture leisure  e.g., Alexandris & Carroll, 1997ab; Chick & Dong, 2005; Dong & 
Chick, 2005. 
 

Temporal stability  e.g., Crompton & Kim, 2004; Jackson & Witt, 1994. 
 

Disabled people e.g., Hawkins, Peng, Hsieh & Eklund, 1999; Loucks-Atkinson & 
Mannell, 2007; Patterson, 2001; Reynolds, 2002. 

 
† Source: Complied by the researcher for this study. 
 Note: Not intended to be a listing of all published research, but to rather illustrate the depth and ٭
breadth of the use of leisure constraint theory in the leisure and recreation research field. 
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Table 2-3 Leisure constraint theory application in tourism †٭ 
 

Population / Context References 
Mature and young travellers 
 
 
 

e.g., Blazey, 1987; Dolnicar, 2005; Hunter-Jones, 2003; 
Fleischer & Pizam, 2002; Lee & Tideswell, 2005; Wang, 
Norman & McGuire, 2005; Zimmer, Brayley & Searle, 1995. 
 

Travel markets (inc. leisure, 
vacation, general and domestic)  
 

e.g., Johns & Gyimothy, 2002; Leiper, 2003; Nyaupane & 
Andereck, 2007; Stemerding, Oppewal, Beckers & 
Timmermans, 1996. 
 

Non-travellers e.g., Haukeland, 1990. 
 

 
Student travel (inc. university 
and school excursion)  
 

e.g., Cannally & Timothy, 2007; Ritchie & Coughlan, 2004. 

Women and social minority 
group travel  e.g., Wilson, 2004. 

 
Adventure and sports tourism 

 
e.g., Fredman & Heberlein, 2005; Gilbert & Hudson, 2000; 
Heberlein & Fredman, 2002; Hinch, Jackson, Hudson & Walker, 
2005; Hudson, 2000; Hudson & Gilbert, 1999, 2000; Williams 
& Basford, 1992; Williams & Fidgeon, 2000; Williams & 
Lattey, 1994. 
 

Nature-based tourism e.g., Campbell, 1999; Nyaupane, Morais & Graefe, 2004; 
Pennington-Gray & Kersetter, 2002. 
 

Disabled travellers e.g., Avis, Card & Cole, 2005; Daniels, Drogin Rodgers & 
Wiggins, 2005; McKercher, Packer, Yau & Lam, 2003; Nisbett 
& Hinton, 2005; Shaw, Veitch & Coles, 2005; Smith, 1987; 
Stumbo & Pegg, 2005; Turco & Stumbo, 1998; Yau, McKercher 
& Packer, 2004. 
 

Resort Tourists 
 

e.g., Botha, Crompton & Kim, 1999. 
 

Tourist attractions (inc. heritage 
and museums) 
 

e.g., Davies & Prentice, 1995; Hede & Hall, 2006; Tian, 
Crompton & Witt, 1996. 
 

Travel demand and behaviour; 
tourism seasonality 
 

e.g., Gilbert, 1991; Hall & Page, 1999; Hinch & Jackson, 2000. 
 

Decision-making patterns of 
tourists / vacationers; Travel 
vacation patterns 

e.g., Dellaert, Ettema & Lindh, 1998; Hudson & Gilbert, 2000; 
McGuiggan, 2004ab; Smith, 1985; Um & Crompton, 1992, 
1999. 

 
† Source: Complied by the researcher for this study. 
 Note: Not intended to be a listing of all published research, but to rather illustrate the depth and٭
breadth of the use of leisure constraint theory in the tourism research field. 
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2.5.2 Constraint Types, Dimensions and Models  

This section continues the overview and discussion of leisure constraint theory by providing 

information on the constraint types, dimensions and conceptual models that have been 

developed and used in the theory.  

 

2.5.2.1 Constraint Types 

Regular surveys since the late 1980s have identified a range of constraints, such as: a) time, 

b) cost, c) facilities, d) knowledge and / or awareness of leisure services and resources: e) 

lack of partners, and f) problems associated with the physical skill and abilities of 

individuals (Hinch & Jackson, 2001; Jackson, 2000). Similar constraints have been 

established in the tourism field (e.g., Blazey, 1987; Coughlan, 1997; Davis & Prentice, 

1995; Haukeland, 1990). In addition, comparable constraint types, in terms of time, cost and 

social relationship barriers, have also been identified in the event spectator context (e.g., 

Milner, Jago & Deery, 2004; Kim & Chalip, 2004; Pritchard et al, 2009).   

 

For instance, as part of a much larger study focusing on the origins of special event 

attendees, Milner et al (2004) explored in Melbourne Australia, the constraints experienced 

by individuals who had not attended a special event over a five-year period. The 

investigation identified eight types of constraints towards spectatorship: 1) individuals 

having no interest in the event, 2) time, 3) cost, 4) age, 5) health issues, 6) lifecycle factors, 

7) distance and access, and 8) a dislike of crowds (Milner et al, 2004). Meanwhile, Kim and 

Chalip (2004) focused on the identification of the financial and risk constraints experienced 

by North American soccer club members potentially attending the 2002 FIFA World Cup in 

South Korea. Financial constraints related to the monetary costs associated with travel, 

accommodation and ticketing. Risk constraints related to personal health and safety 

concerns associated with travelling to South Korea.  
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In a similar vein, Pritchard et al (2009) examined the factors that inhibited patrons from 

continuing as major league baseball spectators in North America. The study identified a 

number of constraint types, such as: a) event attendance being a low priority due to personal 

and other family concerns, b) physical barriers, due to being too tired and health issues, c) 

financial constraints (i.e., venue admission costs), d) schedule conflicts (i.e., work and 

social obligations), e) limited access (i.e., ticketing and ‘good seats’), f) travel barriers (i.e., 

parking and transportation), g) diminished appeal (i.e., weather, visiting team), and h) ‘no 

constraints’ (Prichard & Funk, 2009). These studies have provided an important and useful 

starting point into the research of constraints in the event spectator context, in terms of 

identifying the common constraints experienced by current and potential event spectators. 

However, there is a dearth of research that has examined the types of constraints 

experienced by spectators to substitute events (Pritchard & Funk, 2006).  

 

2.5.2.2 Underlying Constraint Dimensions  

Various studies have also indicated that constraint types are inter-related. That is, 

participation is “not mitigated by a single constraint or even by a single set of constraints” 

(Hultsman, 1995; p. 228) and should be evaluated in the context of underlying dimensions 

(e.g., Backman, 1991; Jackson & Dunn, 1991; McGuire, 1984). For instance, Jackson 

(1993) suggested six common constraint dimensions, such as: 1) social isolation, 2) 

accessibility, 3) personal reasons, 4) cost, 5) time, and 6) facility. Likewise, Alexandris and 

Carroll (1997b) identified seven common constraint dimensions, such as: 1) individual / 

psychological, 2) lack of knowledge, 3) lack of interest, 4) facilities / services, 5) 

accessibility / financial, 6) lack of partners, and 7) time. 

 

2.5.2.3 Constraint Classification Models  

Based on the notion of underlying dimensions, a number of researchers have attempted to 



 34 

classify constraints by their type and nature (Jackson, 1998). A number of classification 

models have been proposed, particularly in the leisure field. For example: a) “internal / 

external”  (Francken & van Raaij, 1981; Henderson et al, 1989; Searle & Jackson, 1995a; 

Pritchard et al, 2009), b) “antecedent / intervening” (Henderson, Stalnake & Taylor, 1988; 

Jackson, 1990), c) “subjective / objective” (Harrington, Dawson & Bolla, 1992), d) 

“prescriptive / proscriptive” (Shogun, 2002), and d) “socio-personal, socio-cultural and 

physical” constraints (Iso-Ahola & Mannell, 1985). In addition, Iso-Ahola and Mannell 

(1985) reflected on the nature of constraints by suggesting the factors experienced by 

individuals could either be transitory or permanent. Furthermore, Crawford and Godbey 

(1987) put forth, what has become a widely disseminated classification model, where 

constraint types comprise three “discrete” categories, such as: 1) “intrapersonal”, 2) 

“interpersonal”, and 3) “structural” constraints.  

 

Intrapersonal constraints include internal or “psychological states and attributes which 

interact with leisure preferences” (Crawford & Godbey, 1987; p. 122), rather than intervene 

between preferences for the activity and participation. These constraints include such things 

as stress, depression, anxiety, prior knowledge of activities, and perceived self-skill. 

Interpersonal constraints compromise the interaction of social factors and / or the 

relationships between individuals’. One of the most commonly reported examples of 

interpersonal constraints is the lack of finding an appropriate partner to assist participation 

in an intended activity. Structural constraints represent obstacles as they are usually 

conceptualised. That is, the constraints that intervene between preference and participation. 

Some examples include lifecycle stage, financial resources and time restrictions (Crawford 

& Godbey, 1987).  
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Crawford, Jackson and Godbey (1991) later extended this conceptualisation by suggest that 

these separate categories are encountered in a sequential hierarchy and should be developed 

into a “single, integrated model” (Crawford et al, 1991; p. 30). This extended 

conceptualisation provided an alternative view to the operation of constraints. These authors 

suggested, based on results of previous studies, that constraints are not essentially 

insurmountable to participation and that some, motivated, individuals “negotiate” around 

constraints so that they can be involved in the activity to the same or lesser degree. This 

suggestion resulted in the development of the hierarchical model of leisure constraints by 

Jackson, Crawford and Godbey (1993). This conceptual model is further outlined next.  

 

2.5.2.3.1 Hierarchical Model of Leisure Constraints  

The hierarchical model of leisure constraints comprises two inter-related components. First, 

Crawford et al (1991) proposed that individuals encounter constraints in a sequential 

hierarchy (i.e., “hierarchy of constraints”). Intrapersonal constraints were suggested to be 

the most powerful, and are therefore encountered first. This suggestion is based on previous 

research that has indicated that these constraints are key in forming leisure preferences (see 

Huston & Ashmore, 1986). Structural constraints were deemed to be the least powerful, and 

are therefore the most distal in the hierarchy. Meanwhile, interpersonal constraints were 

positioned between these two extremes. Each constraint category must be overcome to 

maintain an individual’s momentum through the hierarchy, which relates to the second 

model component of negotiation and the “constraint negotiation process”.  

 

The second component of the hierarchical model of leisure constraints involves two main 

propositions. The first involves the notion of negotiating strategies. That is, it is theorised 

that some participants apply strategies to overcome constraints so that a level of 

participation can be achieved. The second proposition comprises the concept of “balance”. 
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That is, the initiation and outcome of the constraint negotiation process is dependent on the 

intensity of an individual’s motivation for participation (Crawford et al, 1991; Jackson et al, 

1993). Figure 2-4‡ illustrates the hierarchical model of leisure constraints, developed by 

Crawford et al (1991) and Jackson et al (1993).  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

The model in Figure 2-4 moves from left to right. Differing from the hierarchical models 

that have been constructed in other theories, such as Maslow’s (1946) hierarchy of needs, 

the hierarchical model of leisure constraints is illustrated horizontally (Crawford et al, 1991; 

Jackson et al, 1993). In combing the two components, discussed above, the model works as 

follows. Intrapersonal constraints are first encountered by individuals and interact with 

motivation to form leisure preferences to either participate or not participate. If 

intrapersonal constraints are successfully negotiated, dependent on the level of motivation 
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for the activity, interpersonal constraints are then encountered. If these constraints are 

successfully overcome, again through negotiation and motivation levels, the individual then 

encounters structural constraints. Participation in the activity can only occur if the 

individual effectively negotiate structural constraints (Crawford et al, 1991; Jackson et al, 

1993). 

 

Studies in the leisure and tourism research fields have examined and provided some 

empirical verification for the “hierarchy of constraints” component of the model (e.g., 

Alexandris & Carroll, 1997b; Alexandris et al, 2002; Carroll & Alexandris, 1997; Gilbert & 

Hudson, 2000; Hawkins, Peng, Hsieh & Eklund, 1999; Hudson, 2000; Pennington-Gray & 

Kersetter, 2002; Raymore et al, 1993; Samdahl & Jekubovich, 1997; Thalpa et al, 2002). 

However, this study is particularly focused on the second component of the hierarchical 

model of leisure constraints. That is, the type and use of constraint negotiation efforts and 

the interactions between motivation, constraints and negotiation (i.e., the “balance” 

proposition). The next section will focus on reviewing extant literature on negotiation and 

the constraint negotiation process.  

 

2.6 Negotiation: Leisure Constraint Theory  

The concept of negotiation and the constraint negotiation process emerged in leisure 

research in the early 1990s. A number of studies at this time concluded that the presence of 

constraints did not necessarily result in non-participation, as once originally thought 

(Henderson, Bedini, Hect & Schuler, 1995; Kay & Jackson, 1991; Scott, 1991; Shaw, 

Bonen & McCabe, 1991). Combined, these studies identified that some individuals utilised 

tactics to participate in light of constraints, and noted a non-negative relationship between 

constraints and participation.  
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For instance, in a qualitative study that involved people who participated in the game of 

contract bridge, Scott (1991) identified that individuals often employed fairly inventive 

negotiation strategies to overcome the various constraints that they faced towards 

participation. Similar conclusions were also drawn from the studies undertaken by 

Henderson et al (1995) and Samdahl and Jekubovich (1993 [cited in Jackson & Rucks, 

1995]), where those individuals who created and applied strategies were successful in 

overcoming or alleviating the effects of constraints on participation.  

 

In addition, Kay and Jackson (1991), in a study of the economic and activity-based 

variations in the financial and time constraints experienced by a sample of British 

respondents, commented that many individuals still managed to participate in their 

preferred leisure activity, even despite the presence of constraints. This positive relationship 

between constraints and participation was further exemplified by the work of Shaw et al 

(1991). These researchers queried the established belief at the time that more constraints 

meant less leisure. The results of the study identified that often more constrained 

individuals participate more frequently than the less constrained. The findings from Kay 

and Jackson (1991) and Shaw et al (1991) raised the question about the influence of an 

individual’s strength of motivation in overcoming or lessening relatively high constraints 

towards activity participation.  

 

Accordingly, Jackson et al (1993) developed six propositions associated with the types and 

process of the negotiation component of the hierarchical model of leisure constraints. These 

propositions provided an opportunity to define the concept of negotiation and an avenue to 

explain the findings of previous studies. That is, the apparent link between the level of 

constraints experienced by some individuals, and the nature and frequency of their 

participation.  
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Central to these propositions, Jackson et al (1993; p. 4) suggested participation: “is 

dependent not on the absence of constraints (although this may be true for some people), 

but on negotiation through them. Such negotiations may modify rather than foreclose 

participation”3. Reflective of the “balance” proposition in the hierarchical model of leisure 

constraints, and the element of motivation in the consumer decision-making process, 

Jackson et al further suggested (p. 9) that: “both the initiation and outcome of the 

negotiation process are dependent on the relative strength of, and interactions between 

constraints on participating in an activity and motivations for such participation”4. Hence, 

the constraint negotiation process is a complex inter-relationship between the intensity of an 

individuals’ motivation and constraints towards participation, and the use of constraint-

reducing strategies and resources (Loucks-Atkinson & Mannell, 2007). The next section 

focuses on a component of this process, in particular, the types of negotiating strategies and 

resources that have been identified in the leisure and tourism constraint literature.  

  

2.6.1 Negotiating Strategies and Resources 

Essentially, constraint negotiation is conceptualised as various strategies and resources that 

assist an individual to overcome or alleviate the impact of constraints towards participation, 

dependent on the intensity of motivation for the activity (Jackson & Rucks, 1995). A 

number of qualitative and quantitative studies in the leisure field have focused on 

identifying the types of negotiation strategies and resources that are used by individuals to 

fulfil their leisure desires (see Table 2-4 for summary). In particular, qualitative research 

has tended to focus on understanding the ways in which female populations negotiate 

constraints. Meanwhile, the quantitative studies have been undertaken in a variety of leisure 

populations.  

 

                                                 
3 Proposition 1 stated in Jackson et al (1993). 
4 Proposition 6 stated in Jackson et al (1993).  
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In a study of the leisure decisions of Canadian high school students, Jackson and Rucks 

(1995) aimed to identify the range of approaches that were used to overcome constraints. 

These authors classed negotiation strategies and resources as falling into two categories: 1) 

cognitive strategies, and 2) behavioural strategies. Cognitive strategies decrease cognitive 

dissonance and included such things as “push themselves harder” and “ignore parents”. On 

the other hand, behavioural strategies referred to tactics that resulted in an observable 

change in behaviour and adjustment of non-leisure activities (i.e., rescheduling activities, 

reducing expenses) and of leisure itself (i.e., the enhancement of knowledge opportunities, 

the altering of time and / or frequency of participation). Examples of these strategies 

comprised such tactics as “better organise their time” and to “take lessons”. Jackson and 

Rucks also suggested that the choice of strategy could not always be predicted by just 

knowing the type of constraint that is encountered by individuals. Moreover, participants 

relied more on behavioural strategies than cognitive (Jackson & Rucks, 1995).  

 

Hubbard and Mannell (2001) also identified five underling negotiation strategy dimensions 

in their quantitative study of employee wellness services in a corporate recreation setting. 

These negotiation dimensions included: 1) time management, 2) financial, 3) interpersonal 

co-ordination, and 4) skill acquisition (Hubbard & Mannell, 2001). Alexandris, Kouthouris 

and Girgolas (2007) also examined the dimensionality of negotiation strategies, pertaining 

to a skiing population. The study identified five main negotiation strategies: 1) improving 

skiing knowledge, 2) adjusting lifestyle, 3) acquiring information regarding resorts, 4) time 

management, and 5) finding partners (Alexandris, Kouthouris & Girgolas, 2007). Similarly, 

Elkins and Beggs (2007) identified six main negotiation dimensions within campus 

recreation sport decisions: 1) time management, 2) skill acquisition, 3) physical fitness, 4) 

interpersonal co-ordination, 5) improving finances, and 6) changing leisure aspirations. 
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Table 2-4 Negotiation strategy identification studies in leisure† 
 

Reference Population / Context Methodology Results / Negotiation Strategies and Resources 
Scott (1991).  Playing contact bridge. Qualitative 1) Acquiring information about limited opportunities to play, 2) Altering the scheduling of 

games to adjust to reduced group membership and individuals’ time commitments, and 3) 
Developing skills to permit participation in advanced play.  

 
Kay & Jackson 
(1991) 

General leisure activities 
of British respondents. 

Qualitative 1) Reducing but not entirely forgoing participation, 2) Saving money in order to participate, 3) 
Trying to find the cheapest opportunity, 4) Making other non-leisure-related economies, 5) 
Reducing the amount of time spent on household tasks, and 6) Reducing work time.  
 

Samdahl & 
Jekubovich (1997). 

Leisure choices of 
respondents from a 

Pacific Northwest (USA) 
town. 

 

Qualitative 1) Making time for self, 2) Coordinating time with others, 3) Comprising on activities, and 4) 
Sharing. 
 

Frederick & Shaw 
(1995). 

Female aerobic 
participants. 

Qualitative Mainly used “cognitive” type strategies, such as minimising their concerns about their physical 
appearance. 

 
Little  (1997, 
2000). 

Female outdoor 
adventure recreation. 

Qualitative “Exit” and “access” techniques, with the latter including: 1) Compromise, 2) Prioritisation, 3) 
Acceptance, 4) Anticipation, and 5) Restructuring. 

 
James (2000). Female adolescent 

swimmers. 
Qualitative 1) Support of their friends, 2) Keeping their anonymity, and 3) Avoiding attracting attention to 

enable them to participate in the sport. 
 

Little (2002). Female adventure 
recreation 

 

Qualitative Prioritisation of family, social and leisure activity commitments. 

Jackson & Rucks 
(1995). 
 

Canadian high school 
students 

Quantitative 1) Cognitive strategies, and 2) Behavioural strategies  
 

 
† Source: Complied by the researcher for this study. 
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Table 2-4 Continued.  
 

Reference Population / Context Methodology Results / Negotiation Strategies and Resources 
Hubbard & Mannell 
(2001). 

Corporate employee 
recreation wellness 

services. 

Quantitative 1) Time management, 2) Financial, 3) Interpersonal co-ordination, and 4) Skill acquisition 
 

Alexandris, 
Kouthouris & 
Girgolas (2007). 
 

 
Skiing. 

 
Quantitative 

 
1) Improving skiing knowledge, 2) Adjusting lifestyle, 3) Acquiring information regarding 
resorts, 4) Time management, and 5) Finding partners 

Elkins & Beggs 
(2007). 

Campus Recreation Sports. Quantitative 1) Time management, 2) Skill acquisition, 3) Physical fitness, 4) Interpersonal co-
ordination, 5) Improving finances, 6) Changing leisure aspirations.  

 
 

Table 2-5 Negotiation strategy identification and theoretical studies in tourism† 
 

Reference Population / Context Methodology Results / Negotiation Strategies and Resources 
Daniels et al (2005). Pleasure travel of 

individuals with physical 
disabilities. 

Qualitative 1) Physical / sensory, 2) Emotional, 3) Knowledge, 4) Travel companion, 5) Service 
provider, 6) Stranger, 7) Transportation, 8) Facility, 9) Environment / geography, and 10) 
Financial negotiation. 
 

Yau, McKercher & 
Packer (2004). 

Asian disabled tourists. Qualitative 1) Adjusting to unsuitable accommodations, 2) Dealing with architectural and ecological 
barriers, 3) Forsaking certain activities in order to allow extra time to return to an assembly 
point, and 4) Not visiting attractions without others in a group due to inaccessibility issues. 
 

Gilbert and Hudson 
(2004). 

Ski tourism. Theoretical A new theoretical model to understanding the use of negotiation for participants and non-
participants of ski tourism. 
 

McGuiggan 
(2004ab). 

Vacations. Theoretical A conceptual model to assist in understanding the decision-process of individuals towards 
taking vacations, including the concept of negotiation. 

 
† Source: Complied by the researcher for this study. 
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In the tourism context, there has been limited research that has focused on the identification 

of strategies and the use of negotiation in the tourist decision-making process. The 

investigations conducted to date have mainly taken a theoretical and qualitative empirical 

approach to understanding the use of negotiation strategies by tourists (see Table 2-5 for 

summary). There is a lack of research that has identified the negotiation strategies and 

resources used by consumers towards major and substitute event spectatorship (Getz, 2008; 

Pritchard & Funk, 2006). 

 

Commonly, the negotiation strategy identification studies discussed thus far have reported 

the use of management of time and financial considerations, and the co-ordination of social 

relationships by individuals to overcome or alleviate constraints to leisure and tourist 

activity participation. However, at the same time these studies indicate that there are 

number of negotiation strategies that are reflective of the population, and the leisure or 

tourist activity under investigation (Alexandris, Kouthouris & Girgolas, 2007; Livengood & 

Stodolska, 2004).  

 

It is also important to note at this stage the criticism made by Samdahl and their colleague 

(Samdahl, 2005; Samdahl & Jekubovich, 1997). These academics argued that if the concept 

of negotiation is used freely to refer to any method that facilitates participation and 

explains, in light of constraints, all leisure behaviour then the further development of leisure 

constraint theory may be vastly hindered (Samdahl, 2005; Samdahl & Jekubovich, 1997). 

That is, there may be other factors in conjunction with the concept of negotiation that may 

assist individuals to overcome or lessen constraints on participation. Moreover, other 

researchers (e.g., Henderson, Bedini, Hecht & Schuler, 1995; Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; 

Jackson, 1999, 2000; Raymore, 2002) have also indicated that the construct and process of 
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negotiation requires more theoretical and empirical development to further understand the 

impact of constraints on leisure decisions.  

 

2.6.2 Empirical Testing of the Constraint Negotiation Process 

Various studies in leisure research have begun to quantitatively examine the complexity of 

the constraint negotiation process by modelling the structural relationships between 

motivation, constraints, negotiation and participation levels. Table 2-6 provides a summary 

of these studies, in terms of whether they have examined the process in whole or in part. 

The remainder of this section elaborates on this table by reviewing each study.  

 

Table 2-6  Quantitative constraint negotiation process studies in leisure†٭ 
 

 
Relationships between motivation, constraints, negotiation and participation level 

 
 

Studies that have examined 
relationships in whole 

 

Studies that have examined relationships 
in part 

 
Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; Loucks-
Atkinson & Mannell, 2007; Son, Mowen 
& Kersetter, 2008. 

 
Carroll & Alexandris, 1997; Alexandris, 
Tsorbatzoudis & Grouios, 2002; Alexandris, 
Barkoukis, Tsorbatzoudis & Grouios, 2003; 
Alexandris, Barkoukis & Tsormpatzoudis, 
2007; Alexandris, Kouthouris & Girgolas, 
2007. 
 

 
† Source: Developed for this study from a review of literature.  
 Note: In whole relates to the examination of the relationships with all constructs. In part ٭
refers to the examination of the relationships between some of the constructs (i.e., 
motivation and constraints, or motivation, constraints and participation, or motivation, 
negotiation and participation).  

 

Carroll and Alexandris (1997) conducted a study into the relationships between constraints 

and individuals’ strength of motivation in the context of adult recreation sport participation 

in Greece. The results provided some support for the balance proposition of the hierarchical 

model of leisure constraints. That is, individuals with high levels of motivation were less 

likely to perceive high constraint levels and were more likely to participate in recreational 
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sporting activities. In addition, the correlation findings suggested that intrapersonal (i.e., 

individual / psychological, lack of interest, lack of knowledge) and interpersonal (i.e., lack 

of partner) constraints significantly related with motivation, where structural (i.e., facilities / 

services, accessibility / financial) constraints did not (Carroll Alexandris, 1997).  

 

However, these results need to be taken with some caution. That is, the study only 

considered and independently assessed the bi-variate relationships between constraints and 

motivation, and constraints and participation, through the form of t-tests and correlations 

(Hubbard & Mannell, 2001). Further, the study did not include the measurement of 

negotiation, the very premise of the balance proposition (Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; 

Jackson et al, 1993).  Therefore, the results of the study are unable to conclude for certain if 

motivation improves the chances of participating by reducing the level of constraints, and 

further, that participation is not only the result of the linkage between constraints and 

motivation, but also the element of negotiation. Additionally, Alexandris, Tsorbatzoudis 

and Grouios (2002) commented that the use of a global measure of motivation in Carroll 

and Alexandris’ (1997) study might have affected the interpretation. As such, it was not 

possible for the authors to statistically conclude the direction of the negative relationship 

between constraints and motivation. That is, did motivation affect the level or impact of 

constraints, or vice-versa, or even both.  

 

Based on the lack of negotiation measurement in Carroll and Alexandris’ (1997) study, 

Hubbard and Mannell (2001) conducted research in a Canadian corporate-employee 

recreation setting. The study proposed and tested four models that were “developed to 

describe the alternative sets of relationships or processes that might exist among constraints, 

negotiation and participation” (Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; p. 147). The four models, 

developed from previous research and theorisations (e.g., Crawford et al, 1991; Jackson et 
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al, 1993; Samdahl & Jekubovich, 1997), included: 1) the “independence” model, 2) the 

“negotiation-buffer” model, 3) the “constraint-effects-mitigation” model, and 4) the 

“perceived-constraint-reduction” model.  

 

The independence, constraint-effects-mitigation, and perceived-constraint-reduction models 

were examined using structural equation modelling, while the negotiation-buffer model was 

investigated using hierarchical regression analysis. In comparing the results for each of the 

models, Hubbard and Mannell (2001) indicated support for the constraint-effects-mitigation 

model. However, it should be noted that in order to achieve good model to data fit, Hubbard 

and Mannell (2001) slightly adjusted the model by removing the, insignificant, relationship 

between motivation and participation. Figure 2-5‡ illustrates Hubbard and Mannell’s (2001) 

adjusted constraint-effects-mitigation model.  
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Hubbard and Mannell’s (2001) adjusted model suggested that although constraints reduced 

the level of participation, they also generated an increase in the use of negotiation strategies 

and resources. Further, the results suggested that the greater the use of negotiation, the 

higher the level of participation. In addition, the results suggested that strong motives for 

“health” and “enjoyment” further assisted participants in increasing the use of negotiation. 

These results helped to clarify the role of negotiation in the constraints negotiation process, 

and further identified motivation as an important factor in this process (Hubbard & 

Mannell, 2001).  

 

Alexandris et al (2002) reflected on the results derived from Hubbard and Mannell (2001) 

in their study of the relationship between constraints and motivation in adult recreation 

sport participation in Greece. First, the results from Hubbard and Mannell’s (2001) study 

suggested that higher motivation levels towards participation did not reduce the level of 

constraints. In response Alexandris et al (2002) suggested that this result could be a sign 

that some constraint types (i.e., intrapersonal constraints) influence motivation levels by 

entering the decision-making process at an early stage. Second, Alexandris et al (2002; p. 

236) reflected on the “somewhat unexpected” result that motivation interacts to a greater 

degree with negotiation than participation, and indicated that the finding contradicted 

previous research on the role of motivation in directing human activity and behaviour (see 

Iso-Ahola, 1989). Alexandris et al (2002) reflected that the insignificant relationship 

between motivation and participation may have been the result of a measurement issue, due 

to the use of global measures of motivation, which consisted of two individual items of 

health and enjoyment. Hubbard and Mannell (2001) addressed this limitation and suggested 

that further research is required in order to clarify the role of motivation in the hierarchical 

model of leisure constraints.  
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Stemming from the use of global motivation measures in previous negotiation process 

research, Alexandris et al (2002) sought to clarify the relationship between motivation and 

constraints. In doing so, the researchers applied a different theoretical framework of self-

determination theory and the hierarchical model of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Using 

a sample of Greek adults, part of the study investigated the effects of constraints on intrinsic 

motivation, extrinsic motivation and “amotivation” through the use of simultaneous 

regression analysis. Findings indicated that there was no significant relationship between 

interpersonal and structural constraints and motivation, or between constraints and extrinsic 

motivation. However, the findings did indicate that constraints significantly predicted 

intrinsic motivation. In other words, high internal constraints, such as psychological or 

individual constraints (e.g., “lack of interest”) were linked with low levels of intrinsic 

motivation. These results provided further support to Crawford et al (1991) hierarchy of 

constraint importance in the leisure constraint model. That is, intrapersonal constraints do 

interact with motivation, by acting as psychological mediators to leisure preferences. 

Although the study did provide evidence of motivation as an influencing factor on 

constraints and participation, Alexandris et al (2002) did note some limitations associated 

with the results. For instance, there was a limitation related to the lack of measurement of 

inclusion of negotiation. The rationale for this limitation was that at the time of conducting 

the study an adequate scale of negotiation, such as the instrument used in Hubbard and 

Mannell (2001) was not available.  

 

While Alexandris et al (2002) focused on examining the relationships between motivation 

and constraints, other related research by Alexandris et al (2003) focused on the relationship 

between constraints and participation. These researchers investigated the predictability of 

constraints on individuals’ intentions to continue participation in a community-based 

physical activity program. The study involved a sample of older adults in Greece. Using a 
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stepwise regression technique, the results indicated that constraints significantly predicted a 

high proportion of the variance in the intention of adults to continue participation 

(Alexandris et al, 2003). Moreover, intrapersonal (i.e., individual / psychological) and 

structural (i.e., accessibility / financial) constraints were revealed to be the strongest 

predictors (Alexandris et al, 2003).  

 

Other quantitative studies have focused on the structural and mediation relationships 

between motivation, constraints, negotiation and participation. These studies have either 

investigated these relationships either in whole or in part, and have included additional 

variables from other theoretical frameworks. For instance, Alexandris, Kouthouris and 

Girgolas’ (2007) study focused on testing the degree in which negotiation acted as a 

mediator between the relationships of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation and intention to 

continue participation. The study was undertaken in the context of Alpine recreation skiers 

in Greece.  

 

Using a series of regression tests, the results suggested that both intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivation significantly predicted intention to continue skiing (Alexandris, Kouthouris & 

Girgolas, 2007). In addition, the results indicated that the relationship between intrinsic 

motivation and intention to continue skiing were partially mediated by negotiation. Time 

management and prior knowledge type strategies were the strongest contributors to the 

prediction of participation intention (Alexandris, Kouthouris & Girgolas, 2007). Hence, the 

findings suggested that motivation had both direct and indirect effects on the prediction of 

individuals’ intention to continue participation. These findings provide further support, in 

part, of the balance proposition. That is, motivation played an important role in the initiation 

of negotiation and participation. However, the study did not examine the mediating effect of 

negotiation on the relationship between constraints and intention to continue participation. 
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In addition, Alexandris, Kouthouris and Girgolas (2007) indicated, based on reflection of 

the study’s results and discussions in Hubbard and Mannell (2001), that other factors should 

be incorporated into future, quantitative, leisure constraint decision-making models.  

 

As such, Alexandris, Barkoukis and Tsormpatzoudis (2007) examined the degree to which 

aspects of the theory of planned behaviour, such as attitudes, subjective norms and 

perceived behavioural control mediated the relationship between constraints and intention 

to continue participation. The study was conducted in the context of the physical activity of 

older adults in Greece.  The findings revealed attitudes and perceived behavioural control 

were significantly and negatively related to constraints (Alexandris, Barkoukis & 

Tsormpatzoudis, 2007). Results also indicated that the relationship between constraints and 

intention to continue participation were partially mediated by attitudes and perceived 

behavioural control (Alexandris, Barkoukis & Tsormpatzoudis, 2007). In terms of partial 

mediation relationships, perceived behavioural control was found to be the strongest 

predictor (Alexandris, Barkoukis & Tsormpatzoudis, 2007). Although set within a different 

theoretical framework, the implications from this study do offer some benefit to the 

development of leisure constraint research by considering variables other than negotiation 

within the relationship between constraints and participation.  

 

Loucks-Atkinson and Mannell (2007) also considered an additional variable in their 

Canadian study of the constraint negotiation process associated with the participation of 

physical active leisure among individuals with Fibromyalgia disorder. Based on a 

suggestion in Hubbard and Mannell (2001) and indications by other academics (Alexandris, 

Kouthouris & Girgolas, 2007; Henderson et al, 1995; Jackson, 1999, 2000; Samdal, 2005; 

Samdahl & Jekubovich, 1997), the study incorporated and developed an element of self-

efficacy within the negotiation process, in the form of “negotiation-efficacy” (Loucks-
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Atkinson & Mannell, 2007). Through four competing structural equation models, the study 

examined the relationship between motivation, constraints, negotiation, participation levels 

and negotiation efficacy. The model structures were mainly derived from slight variations to 

Hubbard and Mannell’s (2001) constraint-effects-mitigation model. Motivation was 

measured in the study through intrinsic, extrinsic and introjected orientations from self-

determination theory (Loucks-Atkinson & Mannell, 2007). It also should be noted that 

Loucks-Atkinson and Mannell (2007) did not consider the relationship between constraints 

and motivation in their four models. Figure 2-6 ‡ provides a copy of the model that best 

represented Loucks-Atkinson and Mannell’s (2007) data set.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Loucks-Atkinson and Mannell’s (2007) supported model suggested that constraints 

decreased the level of participation and also “triggered” the use of negotiation, which then 

increased the level of participation. In conjunction, the higher the level of motivation an 

individual with Fibromyalgia disorder possessed, the greater the use of negotiation and the 

level of participation (Loucks-Atkinson & Mannell, 2007). Moreover, the findings indicated 
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that the more confident the individual was in negotiating constraints (i.e., negotiation-

efficacy), the more motivated the individual was and the more likely they were to use 

negotiating strategies and resources (Louks-Atkinson & Mannell, 2007). These findings 

provided further support and extension to Hubbard and Mannell’s (2001) constraint-effects-

mitigation model and to the balance proposition of the hierarchical model of leisure 

constraints.  

 

Other researchers have also sought to examine and extend the four structural models 

hypothesised in Hubbard and Mannell’s (2001) study and Jackson and colleague’s (1993) 

balance proposition. For instance, Son, Mowen and Kersetter (2008) in the context of 

physical active metropolitan park leisure activity patterns of middle-aged and older adults in 

the mid west of North America, sought to test Hubbard and Mannell’s (2001) structural 

models in a different sample and setting. Moreover, Son et al (2008) sought to examine a 

new model based on Jackson’s et al (1993) balance proposition. The new “motivation-

balance” model was devised by the authors in response to the lack of research that has 

quantitatively examined the relationship between motivation and constraints in conjunction 

with negotiation and participation. These researchers hypothesised that motivation had a 

moderating effect on the negative relationship between constraints and participation (Son et 

al, 2008). In addition, the model hypothesised that motivation had a positive direct and 

indirect effect on participation, through negotiation (Son et al, 2008).  

 

Through the use of hierarchical regression analysis and structural equation modelling, Son 

et al (2008) found support for the “motivation-balance” model over the replicated models 

from Hubbard and Mannell (2001). Although, it should be noted that in order to achieve 

good data to model fit, the authors removed the moderating relationship of motivation on 

constraints and the direct relationship between motivation and participation (Son et al, 
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2008). Hence, the model indicated that constraints had a negative effect, and negotiation 

had a positive effect, on participation. The results also indicated that the positive effect of 

motivation on participation was fully mediated by the use of negotiation (Son et al, 2008). 

Figure 2-7 ‡ provides a copy of Son’s et al (2008) “motivation-balance” model. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

These results provide some support to the balance proposition in that motivation initiated 

the use of negotiation. However, the “motivation-balance” model did not consider the 

relationship of constraints initiating the use of negotiation, which is another key component 

of the balance proposition. Further research is required, as support was not found in Son’s et 

al (2008) study for the relationship between motivation and constraints in conjunction with 

the relationships between these constructs and negotiation and participation. In addition, the 

study did not find support for the direct relationship between motivation and participation. 

One potential reason for this result is that the study used the same global two-item scale to 

measure motivation as in Hubbard and Mannell’s (2001) study. Hence, some of the 
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limitations noted for Hubbard and Mannell’s (2001) research could be applied to Son’s et al 

(2008) study.  

 

In the sport events context, research has also begun to examine the relationship between 

constraints, motivation and spectatorship. Kim and Chalip (2004) focused on the 

relationship between motivation and the constraints experience by North American soccer 

club members to potentially attend the 2002 FIFA World Cup in South Korea. In particular, 

the study investigated the interactions between fan motives, participant background, interest 

levels, and financial and risk constraints on the likelihood to attend the mega event. Results 

suggested that interest and constraints mediated the effects of fan motives and background 

on participants’ desires and feasibility towards spectatorship at the event (Kim & Chalip, 

2004). Understandably, the perception of financial constraints was found to have a negative 

impact on respondents’ likelihood to attend the event. For example, the higher the perceived 

costs to travel and attend the event, the less likely the respondents felt it would be feasible 

for them to attend (Kim & Chalip, 2004). Moreover, perceptions of risk had an effect on 

individuals’ motivation for spectatorship, while financial constraints did not. That is, the 

health and safety issues of travelling to South Korea were the primary constraints to affect 

respondents’ motivation (Kim and Chalip, 2004).  

 

In addition, Pritchard et al (2009) examined the relationship between motivation, constraints 

and the movement between on-going attendance and sport media consumption of major 

league baseball spectators in North America. External constraints, in particular work 

commitments, were the largest reason for event non-attendance, followed by internal 

constraints, such as personal and family priorities (Pritchard et al, 2009). The study reported 

no impact of constraints on respondents’ motivation and involvement levels towards the 

baseball game product, but did note that constraints significantly inhibited, or mediated, 
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spectators’ behaviour (Pritchard et al, 2009). For instance, those respondents who reported 

no constraints were more frequent in attending the game and consuming sport-related 

media. While spectators with high external constraints attended the game and used related 

media less frequently (Pritchard et al, 2009). The research reported by Kim and Chalip 

(2004) and Pritchard et al (2009) provides some indication of the interaction between 

motivation and constraints on consumer behaviour in the event context and some support to 

the balance proposition. However, these studies did not include or investigate the mediating 

role of negotiation within consumers’ spectatorship decisions.  

 

Evident from the above review of literature on the quantitative modelling of the constraint 

negotiation process and the balance proposition, there appears to be a need for further 

investigation. This need is required not only within the leisure context, but within other 

areas, such as tourism and special events (Beckers, 1995; Hubbard & Mannell, 2001). In 

addition, the majority of research conducted to date in the leisure and sport event spectator 

field has quantitatively examined the constraint negotiation process elements in regards to 

actual, potential and “intention to continue” participation. However, the impact of 

constraints and the successful or unsuccessful use of the constraint negotiation process can 

lead to other behavioural outcomes.  

 

For instance, some individuals may face constraints and as a result will not participate in the 

activity due to low motivation (Boothby, Tungatt & Townsend, 1991; Jackson et al, 1993). 

In the major and substitute event context, these individuals may include non-attendees (to 

both the major and substitute events) who encounter high internal constraints, such as a lack 

of interest in the major event. However, others, dependent on their motivation level, may 

apply the constraint negotiation process (Jackson et al, 1993; Jackson & Rucks, 1995; Kay 

& Jackson, 1991; Scott, 1991; Shaw, Bonen & McCabe, 1991). The use of this process 
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could lead to three possible outcomes (Brunson & Shelby, 1993; Jackson et al, 1993; Kay & 

Jackson, 1991; Samdahl & Jekubovich, 1997). First, some individuals may find a way to 

participate in the intended activity through the use of negotiation and their high intensity of 

motivation for the activity. In the major and substitute event context, these individuals could 

include actual major event attendees. Second, others may not participate in the activity, 

despite using negotiation and having some motivation towards participating in the intended 

activity. That is, the constraints that are faced by these individuals are so intense that they 

are insurmountable to participation. These individuals could also include non-attendees in 

the major and substitute event context. Third, some consumers may be able to overcome 

some of the constraints on participation by finding a suitable alternative that provides 

similar benefits of what would be gained from the intended activity (Jackson et al, 1993). In 

the context of this study, these consumers could consist of attendees to substitute major 

event experiences.  

 

The notion of substitution outcomes as a result of the constraint negotiation process has 

been noted within the leisure constraint literature. Jackson et al (1993) suggested that 

participation from the outset of negotiation is likely to be different from the intended 

participation if constraints had been absent. That is, some consumers are likely to use the 

alteration of activities, venues or time to enable some form of participation (Jackson et al, 

1993). In addition, Kay and Jackson’s (1991) study reflected on notion of substitution, in 

which individuals were classed into three groups based on the types and success of the 

negotiation strategy that was adopted. The three groups included: 1) “reactive” responders 

who did not participate in the activity, 2) “successful proactive” responders, who did not 

change or reduce their level of participation in the activity, and 3) “partly successful 

proactive” responders who participated in the activity in an altered manner (Kay & Jackson, 

1991).  
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Henderson and Bialeschki (1993) also indicated the possibility of an altered participation 

outcome in their qualitative segmentation study of women with disabilities. Amongst a 

typology of five groups of individuals, “attempters” or participants of substitute activities 

were identified as an outcome of constraint negotiation. However, to date, there has been a 

lack of quantitative research that has considered the constraint negotiation process and the 

outcome of substitution. To assist in understanding why consumers attend substitute events, 

the next section further defines the concept of substitution as an outcome of the constraint 

negotiation process by briefly reviewing literature from the theory of substitutability 

framework.  

 

2.7 Substitution Outcome: Theory of Substitutability 

Substitution has been studied widely in the areas of economics, psychology, geography, 

sociology, tourism, events, leisure and recreation (see Table 2-7 for references). In the 

leisure and recreation arena, under the framework of the theory of substitutability (Iso-

Ahola, 1986), research has explored substitution in relation to a variety of activities. These 

activities include hunting, fishing or angling, boating, and woodland and park recreation 

pursuits. The application of the theory to the tourism context has been limited by mainly 

focusing on the substitution of activities by eco-tourists and general vacationing behaviour. 

As noted in section 2.2.1, the concept of substitution has been examined in the event 

spectator context, in terms of media consumption patterns. However, the application of the 

theory behind substitution in regards to consumers’ decision process has yet to be 

undertaken (Pritchard & Funk, 2006).  

 

The substitutability research area has the potential for leisure and recreation stakeholders to 

understand how individuals search for different activities, so that they can receive similar 

benefits of the original intended activity. This understanding can assist stakeholders in  
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Table 2-7 Research areas that have examined substitution and the theory of 
      substitutability †٭ 

 

Population / Context References 
Application of 
the Theory of 
Substitutability? 

Economics e.g., Clawson & Knetsch, 1966; Fraser & 
Bradford, 1983. 
 

No 

Psychology and 
Geography 

see Peterson, Stynes, Rosentahl & Dwyer, 
1984. 
 

No 

Sociology e.g., Rotolo & Wilson, 2006. 
 No 

Leisure and recreation e.g., Beaman, 1974; Brunson & Shelby, 1993; 
Christensen & Yoestring, 1977; Cordell, 1976; 
Ditton & Sutton, 2004; Shelby & Vaske, 1991; 
Wyman, 1982. 
 

Yes 

 Hunting e.g., Baumgartner & Heberlein, 1981; Vaske, 
Donnelly & Shelby, 1990; Vaske, Donnelly & 
Tweed, 1983. 
 

Yes 

 Fishing or Angling e.g., Hammit, Backlund & Bixler, 2004; 
Manfredo & Anderson, 1987; Shelby & 
Vaske, 1991. 
 

Yes 

 Boating e.g., McCool & Utter, 1982; Siderelis & 
Moore, 1998. 
 

Yes 

 Woodland and 
park recreation 
pursuits 
 

e.g., Hill & Courtney, 2006; O’Leary, Field & 
Schreuder, 1974. 
 

Yes 

Tourism   
 Eco-tourists see Campbell, 1999; Hvenegaard & Dearden, 

1998. Yes 
 General 

vacationing 
behaviour 
 

Crompton, 1979. Yes 

Special Events / Major 
events (inc. sporting) 
 

 No 

 Media consumption e.g., Bambridge, Cameron & Dawson, 1996; 
Katz, Haas & Gurevitch, 1997; Pritchard & 
Funk, 2006; Schofield, 1983; Zhang & Smith, 
1997. 

No 

 
† Source: Developed for this study by the researcher.  
 Note: Not intended to be a listing of all published research, but to rather illustrate the depth ٭
and breadth of the use of theory of substitutability across contexts and populations.  
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predicting the effects of temporal shortfalls in recreation supply. For instance, the impacts 

of recreation programme changes, weather, climate and seasonal offerings (Beaman, 1974; 

Brunson & Shelby, 1993; Hendee & Burdge, 1974; Christensen & Yoestring, 1976; 

Cordell, 1976). 

 

Hendee and Burdge (1974; p. 157) first introduced activity substitution in the recreation 

literature through characterising the concept as the “interchangeability among activities in 

satisfying participants’ motives, needs and preferences”. This definition was appropriate at 

a time in recreation research when it was often implied that enthusiasts would be able to 

move easily from activity to activity by adapting to or negotiating temporal shortfalls in 

recreation opportunities (Brunson & Shelby, 1993). This shifting between activities was 

only possible as long as the alternative provided similar benefits of the intended activity 

(Brunson & Shelby, 1993). For instance, O’Leary’s et al (1974) study gave the example of 

social group members who intended to go water skiing at a local lake, but instead 

participated in swimming as the lake was too crowded. They study implied that this group 

received similar benefits of socialisation and partaking in a water activity (O’Leary et al, 

1974).  

 

The concept of substitution was somewhat clarified by the work of Iso-Ahola (1986; p. 

367). That is, substitution is the result of a psychological decision process and occurs when 

“the originally intended activity is no longer possible and therefore must be replaced by 

another behaviour if leisure involvement is to be initiated or continued”. Furthermore, the 

substitute activity must be perceived by the individual as providing as many similar benefits 

as possible of the original intended activity (Iso-Ahola, 1986).  
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In addition, Iso-Ahola (1986) provided a number of propositions to assist in understanding 

the psychological decision process behind substitution behaviour. Two of these propositions 

could be useful in understanding consumers’ constraint negotiation process towards 

spectatorship at substitute events. The first relates to the effect that motivation has in 

determining substitutive behaviour. Iso-Ahola (1986; p. 374) suggested that the more 

psychologically invested an individual is in partaking in the intended activity, the less 

willing they are to substitute5. That is, it is likely that those individuals who are highly 

motivated towards spectatorship at the actual major event venue would not consider or 

attend a substitute event as an outcome of their constraint negotiation process.  

 

The second proposition relates to the impact that constraints have on formulating 

substitution behaviour. Iso-Ahola (1986; p. 374, 383) indicated that the more constrained an 

individual is (in terms of social groups, time and / or monetary barriers), the more likely 

they are to substitute dependent on the level of “psychological investment” for the original 

activity6. For instance, with those individuals who encounter external or structural 

constraints and have some motivation towards spectatorship at the actual major event, it is 

possible that these individuals may overcome these constraints by attending a substitute 

event. However, to date, extremely limited empirical verification of these propositions, in 

the leisure, tourism and event spectatorship contexts, has been made.  

 

A change in the view of how substitution was conceptualised occurred shortly after Iso-

Ahola’s (1986) theorisations. Research up until and around the time of this theoretical 

definition inferred that individuals’ completed substitution “freely” from one activity to 

another (Brunson & Shelby, 1993). A number of studies reported that an individual’s 

satisfaction was maintained through the substitution of activities that were not necessarily 

                                                 
5 Postulate 1, Corollary 1 to Derivation 3 in Iso-Ahola (1986). 
6 Postulate 1, Corollary 3 to Derivation 1; Postulate 2, Derivation 8 in Iso-Ahola (1986).  
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“equivalent” or interchangeable (e.g., Christensen & Yoestring, 1977; Vaske et al, 1990). 

Often satisfaction in leisure activities was achieved through a combination of dissimilar 

activities, for example, “target shooting” and “dining or dancing” (Vaske et al, 1990) and 

that some individuals were not able to find a suitable substitute within a broad range of 

activities.  

 

As such, a number of researchers have focused more on the effect of substitution of single 

activities. These studies aimed to investigate how participants defined substitute activities 

that were either actual or theoretically close to the activity that they were undertaking (e.g., 

Baumgartner & Heberlein, 1981; Manfredo & Anderson, 1987; McCool & Utter, 1982). 

The findings of these studies indicated that individuals did not necessarily substitute 

activities, but also the venue and setting of the intended activity.  

 

It is also important to note at this stage that the majority of recreation substitution studies 

have focused on understanding and predicting the comparability of a range of activities in 

regards to hypothetical or intended activities, rather than actual substitution behaviour 

(Brunson & Shelby, 1993; Peterson et al, 1984; Vaske et al, 1990). Moreover, to date, 

studies have measured the construct through asking respondents to compare a list of 

recreation activities and sites in terms of their substitutability (Hvenegaard & Dearden, 

1998; Vaske et al, 1983, 1990; Christensen & Yoestring, 1977; Hendee & Burdge, 1974). 

However, to predict actual decision behaviour, attitudinal and situational variables must be 

examined (Becker, 1976; Peterson et al, 1984).  

 

Based on this research, Brunson and Shelby (1993; p. 69) provided a revised definition 

where substitution involves the “interchangeability of recreation experiences such that 

acceptably equivalent outcomes can be achieved”. That is, when some participants are faced 
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with constraints, they may modify or negotiate one or more factors so that they can receive 

reasonably similar benefits and outcomes of the original activity (i.e., the major event) that 

are either remembered or imagined by the individual (Brunson & Shelby, 1993). This 

revised definition does not discard the theoretical framework and definitions proposed by 

Hendee and Burdge (1974) and Iso-Ahola (1986), rather it extends theory based on previous 

research to include a relatively broader context.  

 

In brief, this section has provided a review of the central components of the theory of 

substitutability and the development of substitution behaviour as a possible outcome of a 

constraint negotiation process. The next section briefly summaries the main literature gaps 

highlighted throughout this chapter into an overarching research question for this study.  
 

2.8 Synthesis and Overarching Research Question  

This study is set within the context of special events, in particular major events. Globally, 

the occurrence of major events and their use as tourist attractions is increasing, as many 

destination stakeholders incorporate and leverage the benefits of these events within product 

and marketing strategies. However, with the growth, prominence and distribution of these 

events via media outlets, many major events are now attracting substitute event experiences. 

These events are becoming increasingly common in stakeholder product and marketing 

designs and in consumer behaviour. Yet, very little is known about why these consumers 

attend a substitute event rather than spectatorship at the actual major event.  

 

To assist in investigating the decision process of substitute event consumers, a literature 

review of event spectator, decision-making, motivation, leisure constraint theory and the 

theory of substitutability fields was undertaken. As such, a number of gaps were highlighted 
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throughout the current chapter. These literature gaps can be synthesised into two main 

research needs, which will be examined in this study.  

 

The first need relates to identifying the types of constraints, negotiation strategies and the 

key aspects behind actual substitution behaviour in the major event spectator context. 

Although prior research has established the main motives behind consumer attendance to 

major events, little investigation has been undertaken into the types of constraints that 

spectators and non-spectators to major events face. In particular, there is a lack of research 

that has focused on understanding the constraints experienced by consumers to substitute 

events. Furthermore, there is a paucity of research that has identified the main negotiation 

strategies that are used by consumers towards attending or not attending the major event 

and / or their substitutes. In addition, there is limited knowledge of the key aspects behind 

actual substitution behaviour outcomes as the result of consumer decision processes in both 

the event spectator and theory of substitutability research fields.  

 

The second need relates to understanding the constraint negotiation process and the 

outcome of substitution in the major event spectator context. That is, the inter-relationships 

between motivation, constraints, negotiation and substitution outcome. The literature review 

established that there is a lack of research across the event spectator, leisure constraint 

theory and the theory of substitutability fields that has examined the relationships between 

these constructs. In addition, relatively limited research has applied the central tenets of 

leisure constraint theory and the theory of substitutability to the event spectator context 

(Getz, 2008; Pritchard & Funk, 2006).  

 

Although some event spectator studies have begun to consider the relationships between 

motivation, constraints and participation, a lack of research has focused on these 
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relationships in conjunction with negotiation and a substitution outcome variable. 

Furthermore, while leisure research has begun to verify Jackson’s et al (1993) balance 

proposition with actual and intention to continue participation rates, studies have yet to 

focus on the verification of the constraint negotiation process and the outcome of 

substitution. In addition, little research in this field has examined the relationships between 

motivation and constraints in conjunction with negotiation and a participation outcome. 

Moreover, there is extremely limited empirical verification of Iso-Ahola’s (1986) 

substitution decision outcome propositions. As the result of this synthesis, the overarching 

research question for this study is:  

 

How do consumers’ motivation, constraints and negotiation efforts 

interact and effect their decisions towards spectatorship at substitute 

major event experiences? 

 

To assist in answer this overarching research question, this study integrates the frameworks 

of leisure constraint theory and the theory of substitutability. In particular, the study 

amalgamates aspects of Jackson’s et al (1993) balance propositions and Iso-Ahola’s (1986) 

substitution behaviour outcome propositions. The next section further details this 

integration by providing an overview of the research model, sub-research questions and 

hypotheses for this study.  

 

2.9 Research Model, Sub-Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Figure 2-8 illustrates a hypothesised research model to understand how consumers arrive at 

the decision to attend a substitute major event in this study. The model was adapted and 

extended from Hubbard and Mannell’s (2001) constraints-effects-mitigation model (see 

Figure 2-5), through incorporating elements from previous research and theorisations in the 

leisure constraint theory and the theory of substitutability frameworks (e.g., Brunson & 
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Shelby, 1993; Jackson et al, 1993; Iso-Ahola, 1986; Shelby & Vaske, 1991; Carroll & 

Alexandris, 1997; Kay & Jackson, 1991; Shaw et al, 1991). 
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‘+’ 
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Substitution 
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Constraints 
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Figure 2-8 Hypothesised constraint negotiation process and substitution outcome  

model†٭ 
 
† Source: Developed for this study, based on the review of literature in Chapters 2. 
 Note: Eclipses represent latent constructs. Single-headed arrows indicate direction of the٭
relationship between constructs. Double-headed arrows represent correlation or reciprocal 
relationship between constructs. “+” signifies a positive relationship between constructs, while  
“-” signifies a negative relationship. 
 
 
 

The model moves from left to right, and contains four constructs: 1) motivation, 2) 

constraints, 3) negotiation, and 4) substitution outcome. A summary of the definitions for 

each construct is provided in Table 2-8. Motivation in the model is defined as an internal 

factor that stimulates, directs and integrates an individual’s behaviour. In particular, the 

motivation construct related to the level of intensity and importance that consumers’ place 

on spectatorship at the actual major event. Constraints are defined as internal and external 

restraining factors in consumers’ decisions that vary in intensity and inhibit, modify or 

prevent spectatorship. The negotiation construct is defined as various strategies and / or 

resources that assist consumers to overcome or alleviate the effects of constraints on 
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spectatorship. Meanwhile, the substitution outcome construct is defined as a behavioural 

outcome where acceptably equivalent benefits and needs of the actual major event are 

obtained through an alternative experience format.  

 

Table 2-8     Research model construct definitions summary†٭ 
 

Construct Definition  

Motivation 

 
An internal factor that stimulates, directs and integrates an individual to 
attend the actual major event (Iso-Ahola, 1982; p. 230).  
 

Constraints 

 
Internal and external restraining factors that vary in intensity and inhibit, 
modify or prevent spectatorship (adapted from Jackson, 1991).  
 

Negotiation 

 
Various strategies and / or resources that assist consumers to overcome or 
alleviate the effects of constraints on spectatorship (adapted from Jackson 
et al, 1993; Jackson, 1995).  
 

Substitution 
Outcome 

 
A behavioural outcome where acceptably equivalent benefits and needs of 
the actual major event are obtained through an alternative experience 
format (adapted from Brunson & Shelby, 1993).  
 

 
† Source: Developed for this study from a review and synthesis of literature in Chapter 2.  

 
 

To assist in the operationalisation of the constraint, negotiation and substitution outcome 

constructs in the research model to the major and substitute event spectator context, the 

following three sub-research questions are poised: 

 

 Sub-RQ1: What are the main constraint dimensions encountered by attendees 

                    and non-attendees to a major and / or substitute event? 

 

 Sub-RQ2: What are the main negotiation dimensions implemented by attendees 

                     and non-attendees to a major and / or substitute event? 

 

 Sub-RQ3: What are the key aspects in the choice of substitution outcome 

                     behaviour?  
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In addition, the model in Figure 2-8 contains eight hypothesised direct and indirect, 

negative and positive, relationships between the constructs. Each hypothesised relationship 

is briefly detailed next. First, this study predicts that: 

 

 HO1: The relationship between motivation and constraints will be significant,  

         and negative in direction. 

 

That is, the more highly motivated an individual is towards spectatorship at the actual major 

event, the less constrained they will be. Conversely, more constrained individuals are less 

motivated towards spectatorship at the actual major event (Carroll & Alexandris, 1997; 

Jackson et al, 1993). Second, this study hypothesises that: 

 

 HO2: Motivation will have a significant negative effect on substitution outcome.  

 

In other words, the more motivated and psychologically invested an individual is towards 

spectatorship at the actual major event, dependent on the interactions between motivation 

and constraints, the less likely they are to perform a substitute decision outcome by 

attending a substitute event (Iso-Ahola, 1986). The third relationship in the research model 

predicts that: 

 

 HO3: Motivation will have a significant positive effect on negotiation. 

 

That is, the more motivated an individual is towards spectatorship at the actual major event 

(dependent on the interactions between motivation and constraints), the more likely the 

individuals is to employ strategies and resources to overcome or alleviate the effects of 

constraints on participation (e.g., Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; Jackson et al, 1993; Kay & 

Jackson, 1991; Shaw et al, 1991). The fourth relationship in the research model 

hypothesises that: 
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 HO4: Constraints will have a significant positive effect on substitution outcome. 

 

That is, the more constraints that an individual faces towards spectatorship at the actual 

major event (dependent on the interactions between motivation and constraints), the more 

likely and willing they are to substitute with another activity that provides similar benefits 

and outcomes of the original activity (Iso-Ahola, 1986; Shelby & Vaske, 1991; Kay & 

Jackson, 1991; Shaw et al, 1991; Jackson et al, 1993; Henderson & Bialeschki, 1993; 

Samdahl & Jekubovich, 1993). The fifth relationship in the research model predicts that: 

 

HO5: Constraints will have a significant positive effect on negotiation. 

 

That is, the more constraints an individual experiences, dependent on the level of 

motivation towards spectatorship at the actual major event, the more the individual will use 

negotiation efforts (e.g., Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; Jackson et al, 1993; Kay & Jackson, 

1991; Loucks-Atkinson & Mannell, 2007; Shaw et al, 1991). The sixth relationship in the 

model relates to the influence of negotiation on substitution outcome, where it is 

hypothesised that: 

 

HO6: Negotiation will have a significant positive effect on substitution outcome. 

 

This prediction stems from previous research and theorisations that suggest the use of 

negotiation strategies and resources can facilitate and enhance participation outcomes, 

independent of whether constraints are encountered or perceived by consumers (e.g., 

Hubbard & Mannell, 2001 Loucks-Atkinson & Mannell, 2007; Samdahl, 2005; Samdahl & 

Jekubovich, 1997; Raymore, 2002). That is, the increased use in negotiation efforts can 

increase participation outcomes.  
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The seventh and eighth relationships in the model relate to a mediating role that negotiation 

can play between motivation, constraints and substitution outcome (e.g., Alexandris, 

Barkoukis & Tsorbatzoudis, 2007; Alexandris, Tsorbatzoudis & Grouios, 2007; Hubbard & 

Mannell, 2001; Loucks-Atkinson & Mannell, 2007; Son et al, 2008; Jackson et al, 1993). 

As such it is hypothesised that: 

 

HO7: The relationship between constraints and substitution outcome will be  

              partially mediated by negotiation. 

 

  HO8: The relationship between motivation and substitution outcome will be  

                       partially mediated by negotiation. 

 

That is, constraints not only have a positive direct effect on substitution outcome (HO4), but 

also an indirect positive influence, due to the positive influence of negotiation (HO7). 

Similarly, motivation not only has a negative direct effect on substitution outcome 

behaviour (HO2), but also a positive indirect influence through the positive effect of 

negotiation (HO8). Moreover, to further validate the relationships in the model, the 

following is also hypothesised:  

 

HO9a: Attendance status will significantly differ in terms of motivation in the  

following way: Actual attendees will be the most motivated, followed by  

substitute attendees, with non-attendees being the least motivated. 

 

HO9b: Attendance status will significantly differ in terms of constraints in the  

following way: Non-attendees will be the most constrained, followed by 

substitute attendees, with actual attendees being the least constrained.  

 

HO9c: Attendance status will significantly differ in terms of negotiation in the  

following way: Actual attendees will use more negotiation strategies and 

resources, followed by substitute attendees with non-attendees being 

less frequent in their use of negotiation. 
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In sum, the hypothesised relationships in the model in Figure 2-8 work as follows. 

Motivation and constraints are hypothesised to have a negative interactive relationship. 

Stemming from this interaction, motivation and constraints are proposed to have a positive 

and negative, respectively, direct effect on substitution outcome behaviour. At the same 

time, these constructs are hypothesised to have a positive indirect effect on substitution 

outcome behaviour, through the construct of negotiation. This section has detailed the 

research model, sub-research questions and hypotheses for this study. A summary of the 

sub-research questions and hypotheses is provided in Table 2-9. Next, the chapter is briefly 

concluded.  

 

2.10 Chapter Summary  

This chapter provided further clarity and justification to the study purpose statement in 

section 1.1, through a review of existing special event and leisure literature. A synthesis of 

key areas and literature gaps was provided, which informed the overarching research 

question for this study. The research model, sub-research questions and hypotheses for this 

study were also detailed. The next chapter details the methodology that was designed to 

answer the overarching research question for this study.  
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Table 2-9         Research model hypotheses and sub-research question summary† 

 
Sub-Research Questions 

Sub-RQ1 What are the main constraint dimensions encountered by attendees and non-
attendees to a major and / or substitute event? 
 

Sub-RQ2 What are the main negotiation dimensions implemented by attendees and  
non-attendees to a major and / or substitute event? 
 

Sub-RQ3 What are the key aspects in the choice of substitution outcome behaviour? 
 

Structural and Mediation Hypotheses 

HO1 The relationship between motivation and constraints will be significant, and 
negative in direction. 
 

HO2 Motivation will have a significant negative effect on substitution outcome. 

HO3 Motivation will have a significant positive effect on negotiation. 

HO4 Constraints will have a significant positive effect on substitution outcome. 

HO5 Constraints will have a significant positive effect on negotiation. 

HO6 Negotiation will have a significant positive effect on substitution outcome. 
 

HO7 The relationship between constraints and substitution outcome will be partially 
mediated by negotiation. 
 

HO8 The relationship between motivation and substitution outcome will be partially 
mediated by negotiation. 
 

Comparative Hypotheses  

HO9a Attendance status will significantly differ in terms of motivation in the following 
way: Actual attendees will be the most motivated, followed by substitute attendees, 
with non-attendees being the least motivated. 
 

HO9b Attendance status will significantly differ in terms of constraints in the following 
way: Non-attendees will be the most constrained, followed by substitute attendees, 
with actual attendees being the least constrained. 
 

HO9c Attendance status will significantly differ in terms of negotiation in the following 
way: Actual attendees will use more negotiation strategies and resources, followed 
by substitute attendees with non-attendees being less frequent in their use of 
negotiation. 

 
† Source: Developed for this study from a review and synthesis of literature in Chapter 2. 
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CHAPTER 3 

Methodology Design 

 
3.1 Introduction 

Chapter 2 detailed a research model, questions and hypotheses for this study, based on 

several gaps that were identified in the extant literature. The current chapter provides a 

holistic overview of the research methodology design that underpinned this investigation. In 

brief, the design is directed to the development and administration of a survey instrument to 

enable the testing of the research hypotheses. Four major topics are detailed and justified in 

this chapter: 1) paradigm perspective, 2) methodology approach, 3) data collection design, 

and 4) the selection of a major event to enable data collection.  

 

3.2 Paradigm Rationale: Post-Positivist Perspective 

Paradigms are basic, overlying, belief systems about how reality works (Guba, 1990). The 

contemporary social sciences commonly focus on four schools of thought: 1) positivism, 2) 

post-positivism, 3) the critical social sciences, and 4) the interpretive social sciences 

(Lincoln & Guba, 2000; Neuman, 2006). Each position is maintained by an interrelated set 

of ontological, epistemic, methodological and axiological underpinnings, which differ from 

paradigm to paradigm (Lincoln & Guba, 2000).  

 

The appointment of a paradigm, which complements the needs and directions of an 

investigation, is crucial to effective research (De Vaus, 2002; MacKenzie & Knipe, 2006). 

An appropriate paradigm underpins the research by providing a theoretical and practical 

framework that directs, and yet confines, the nature of the investigation (Brodio & 

Manning, 2002). Hence, this section briefly justifies the suitability of a post-positivist 

stance for this study, based on four levels. First, akin to the positivist paradigm, an 
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underlying purpose of post-positivism is focused on explaining and predicting the causal 

relationships between constructs through logical deduction and quantitative techniques 

(Johnson & Duberley, 2000). Therefore, adopting this stance allowed the testing and 

prediction of the causal relationships between motivation, constraints, negotiation and the 

outcome of substitution in the event spectator context.  

 

Second, in contrast to the positivist paradigm and similar to the critical and interpretive 

social sciences, the perspective recognises the complexity of human behaviour (Davis, 

2003; Gatrell & Gatrell, 1996, 2002; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Internal and external values, 

although controllable to some degree through measures of objectivity, are present in all 

investigations (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). Hence, the use of the paradigm in this study 

recognised that the values and experiences of the researcher and those involved in the 

research are present and cannot be entirely disregarded (Easton, 2002; Johnson & Duberley, 

2000; Phillips & Barbules, 2000; Rutgers, 1999). This tenet was important in this study as 

the researcher, by having attended many special and substitute events, was relative to the 

behaviour being studied (Hughes & Sharrock, 1997). As such, a number of methods were 

employed in the current research design to control the presence and influence of these 

biases (Cook & Campbell, 1979; Healy & Perry, 2000; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). These 

methods are discussed further throughout Chapters 4 to 7 of this thesis.  

 

Third, this study essentially focused on testing the plausibility of a research model, 

predominately through the use of structural equation modelling (SEM). This analysis 

technique is deemed appropriate in the post-positivist paradigm, as it recognises and allows 

the testing of complex structures found in social research contexts (Healy & Perry, 2000; 

Lincoln & Guba, 1985). The technique acknowledges a main tenet of the paradigm, in that 

absolute truth of reality is imperfectly and probabilistically obtainable (Tashakkori & 
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Teddlie, 1998). That is, there is potential for some measurement error to be present in 

multiple observable and unobservable constructs due to internal and external values (Healy 

& Perry, 2000; Hunt, 1991). Finally, the perspective is open to some use of qualitative 

methods (Healy & Perry, 2000; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). This tenet assisted in 

satisfying a need in this study, related to further understanding the research model 

constructs in the event spectator context, while also testing their relationships. These 

subjective insights also assist in substantiating the objective, quantitative knowledge claims 

put forward in this study (Hunt, 1991). Hence, this study used a mixed method of 

triangulated methodological approach to data collection, guided by the tenets of the post-

positivist perspective. The next section further justifies this methodological approach.  

  

3.3 Methodological Rationale: Mixed-Method Approach 

The use of multiple methodologies can introduce some problems and it is important that 

these issues are briefly highlighted and justified. For instance, sets of assumptions underpin 

each paradigm and methodological approach, particularly in the dichotomy of qualitative 

versus quantitative research. These fundamental assumptions need to be considered when 

triangulating methodologies and findings, and in assessing the merit of the research design.  

 

Furthermore, there are different forms of research method triangulation, such as a) data, b) 

investigator, c) theoretical, and d) methodological triangulation (Denzin, 1978; Downward, 

2005; Neuman, 2006). Moreover, methodological triangulation comprises two types: 1) 

within method triangulation, involving the use of different types of the same methodology, 

and 2) between method triangulation, involving the use of a combination of qualitative and 

quantitative methods (Downward, 2005). The following brief discussion is placed on the 

controversies associated with a between methods form of triangulation as this 

methodological design was selected for the current study.  
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An early pedagogical debate that dominated much theoretical discussion for some years 

centred on the notion that qualitative and quantitative methodologies were incompatible 

(Jamal & Hollinshead, 2001; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Lincoln & Guba, 1985, 1994; 

Sarantakos, 1998; Salomon, 1991; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998, 2003).  The debate mainly 

derived from the ontological, epistemic and axiological differences of the two 

methodologies (Crotty, 1998). For instance, the quantitative approach branching from the 

positivist paradigm assumes a singular, objective, tangible and value-free reality that 

focuses on explanation and context independence (Sale, Lohfeld & Brazil, 2002; 

Sarantakos, 1998). In contrast, the qualitative approach, stemming from the interpretive 

perspective presumes a multiple, subjective, holistic and value-laden reality that is centred 

on constructing contextually dependent understandings (Sale et al, 2002; Sarantakos, 1998). 

As a result, advocates of both approaches have engaged in heated debates through taking 

strong positions on the merits of their favoured approach (Lincoln & Guba, 1994; Neuman, 

2006; Sarantakos, 1998).  

 

The debate has settled to some extent that there is now a level of acceptance towards the use 

of mixed methodologies. One academic camp suggests that it is better to use the best of 

both approaches, as all methods have limitations (Neuman, 2006; Sarantakos, 1998) and 

through combination these biases are diminished (Creswell, 2003; Jones, 1997; Pansiri, 

2005). Meanwhile, other academics argue that the two approaches are diverse, yet 

compatible through carefully planned triangulation (Fielding & Schreier, 2001; Patton, 

1990; Sarantakos, 1998). Hence, there is now consensus that the two methodologies can be 

combined successfully, and that one approach is not necessarily superior to the other 

(Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Sale et al, 2002). Therefore, this study used a combination 

of qualitative and quantitative methodologies to investigate the effects and relationships 

between motivation, constraints, negotiation and the outcome of substitution in the event 
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spectator context. The next section further details the triangulation of methods by discussing 

the data collection design that was used in this study.  

 

3.4 Data Collection Strategy: Sequential Mixed Methods Design 

After reviewing various sources on the design and implementation of mixed method 

research strategies (see Creswell, 2003; Creswell & Clark-Plano, 2007; Creswell, Clark-

Plano, Gutmann & Hanson, 2003; Greene & Caracelli, 1997; Greene, Caracelli & Graham, 

1989; Morgan, 1989; Morse, 2003; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998), a sequential or 

‘developmental’ mixed methods design was used in this study. The design allows the results 

from one, usually qualitative, method to inform the development of the second, usually 

quantitative, approach (Creswell, 2003; Creswell & Clark-Plano, 2007; Greene et al, 1989). 

Moreover, the strategy is commonly used in the development of quantitative measurement 

instruments when suitable measures are not available or variables are relatively unknown in 

the research context (Creswell & Clark-Plano, 2007; Davis, 2003; Miller & Crabtree, 2000; 

Morgan, 1989). Hence, the design was appropriate for this study as it enabled the gathering 

of qualitative insights from the research context, the development of a survey instrument 

and the testing of hypothesised construct relationships within a single study.  

 

In addition, the distinct design phases: a) make the data collection and analysis relatively 

straightforward to explain, apply and report, and b) the quantitative element of the design 

can make the initial qualitative approach potentially more acceptable and palatable for 

quantitative-biased audiences (Creswell, 2003; Creswell & Clark-Plano, 2007). However, 

there are two main shortcoming associated with the design in this study that need to be 

addressed. First, the design requires significant implementation time and resources, as the 

use of both approaches can potentially complicate research procedures. Therefore, the 

researcher requires a clear understanding of how the techniques will unfold and the 
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processes required to ensure validity and reliability (Creswell, 2003; Creswell & Clark-

Plano, 2007). In this study, extensive organisation was undertaken prior to data collection. 

This planning ensured that the design was achievable for the allocated timeframe and 

provided data that was effective in complementing the study needs and aims.  

 

Second, there is some concern within the design that those individuals who have already 

been exposed to the research will respond differently to those people who are experiencing 

the research for the first time. That is, the presence of potential biases could be introduced 

(Creswell & Clark-Plano, 2007; van Teijlingen & Hundley, 2001). Therefore, in this study 

care was taken to ensure that new participants were recruited for each data collection stage.  

 

Various authors recommend that when using a mixed method design, it is important to 

provide an illustration and description of the implementation process (Creswell, 2003, 2007; 

Creswell & Clark-Plano, 2007; Morgan, 1989; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1999). This 

information can allow the design to be conveyed sufficiently and can assist in structuring 

the final report. Hence, Figure 3-1 illustrates the implementation of the sequentially mixed 

methods design for this study. The figure moves from left to right, from solely qualitative 

methods, progressively through to entirely quantitative procedures. The design was also 

segregated into four data collection and analysis phases, with a final interpretation phase. 

For ease of reading, each phase has been allocated a proceeding chapter in this thesis. The 

remainder of this section provides a brief overview of each phase.  

 

3.4.1 Phase 1: Depth Interviews 

The first phase involved semi-structured interviews with a number of actual, substitute and 

non-attendees to a major event. The content analysis of the interview transcripts assisted in 

further defining the constraints, negotiation and substitution outcome constructs in the 
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Figure 3-1 Illustration of sequential mixed methods design†٭ 
 

† Source: Developed for this study from a review of literature in Creswell (2003).  
 Note: Arrows indicated direction of design. “QUAL” and “Quan” indicate qualitative and quantitative respectively. Capitals in QUAL indicate priority of ٭
collection and analysis. Shaded, 3-D rectangles represent methodological approaches. Shadowed rectangles highlight each research phase. Rounded, unshaded 
rectangles highlight stages in data collection and analysis. Rounded, shaded rectangles indicate corresponding, proceeding chapters in this thesis. a Phase includes 
further validation of scale items. b “SEM” represents structural equation modelling.  
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research model to the event spectator context (see Sub-RQ 1 to 3 in Table 2-9). The 

procedures and results from this phase are provided in Chapter 4. 

 

3.4.2 Phase 2: Scale Development 

The findings from the first phase, together with existing literature insights, were then used 

to inform scale development in the second research phase. The scale development in this 

study involved three stages: 1) item generation and selection, 2) survey design, and 3) scale 

validation. The first two stages were conducted in this phase, while the third stage was 

undertaken during phases three and four of this study. Chapter 5 provides the methods and 

results from this phase.  

 

3.4.3 Phase 3: Scale Validation 

The survey developed in the second phase was then distributed to a large population sample 

in the third phase. This phase completed the initial steps of the third scale development 

stage, such as the assessment of the factor structure and construct validity of the scaling 

items. Chapter 6 details the methods and results from this phase.  

 

3.4.4 Phase 4: Research Model and Hypotheses Testing 

Data collected in the third phase was then used to test the hypotheses (see HO1 to 8 in 

Table 2-9) in the fourth phase, through the use of SEM and MANOVA. This analysis also 

completed the scale development for this study, by further validating the scaling items. 

Chapter 7 provides the analysis techniques and results from this phase.  

 

3.4.5 Final Interpretation Phase 

The final phase of the design combined and interpreted the research findings, so that the 

overarching research question for this study could be answered. Implications and future 
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research directions were also derived in this phase. Chapter 8 provides these conclusions. 

The next section details the selection of a major event as the data collection context for this 

study. 

 

3.5 Context Rationale: The Emirates Melbourne Cup 

There are numerous international and Australian major events, of a sporting and non-

sporting genre that could be used as a context to collect and analysis data for this study. 

Table 3-1 lists examples of the major events that occurred during the allocated timeframe of 

2005 to 2008. However, to assist in the selection of the most appropriate major event for 

this study, four decision criteria were formulated: 1) researcher access considerations, 2) 

major sporting event preference, 3) non-team based sporting event preference, and 4) 

frequency of the major event. These criterions reflected various factors, such as logistical 

considerations and analysis technique requirements. The four criterions are briefly 

discussed and justified next, in regards to potential special event contexts for this study.  

 

 

Table 3-1 Potential special event contexts (2005-2008) †٭ 
 

International Special Events Australian Special Events  

Non-Sporting       Sporting Non-Sporting         Sporting  

Academy Awards 
Emmys 
Screen Actors 
Guild Awards 
Eurovision 
 

Superbowl 
2006 FIFA World Cup  
2007 World Cup Rugby 
Commonwealth Games 
Tour de France 
 

Big Brother 
Australian Idol 
 

Bathurst 1000 car race 
AFL Grand Final 
NRL Grand Final 
State of Origin Games 
Melbourne Grand Prix 
Gold Coast Indy 
Australian Open 
Emirates Melbourne Cup 

 
† Source: Developed for this study from Internet searches and researcher knowledge.  
 Note: This list is indicative, and not intended to be an exhaustive catalogue of all major events that ٭
occurred internationally and nationally from 2005 to 2008.   
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3.5.1 Selection Criteria 1: Research Access Considerations 

The first criterion encompasses the researcher access to the major event and population of 

interest. Logistical considerations were the main determinant of this criterion, as it was 

more preferable in this study to have the data collection context comprise a major 

Australian event. As such, this criterion enabled the Australian-based researcher to have a 

somewhat immediate access to the major event, organisers and members of the population 

throughout the research process. This specification allowed the researcher to quickly collect 

and clarify information in the field.  

 

3.5.2 Selection Criteria 2: Major Sporting Event Preference 

The second criterion consists of the major event being of a sporting genre. Substitute events 

can be associated with major sporting and non-sporting events. However, as highlighted in 

Chapter 2, these celebrations are more commonly associated with major sporting event 

genres. Hence, it was determined that the data collection context would focus on major 

sporting events.  

 

3.5.3 Selection Criterion 3: Non-team Based Sporting Event Preference 

The third criterion is based on a requirement to have the selected major event of a non-team 

based sporting genre. This criterion is informed by logistical considerations and analysis 

technique requirements, such as sampling access, size and anticipated response rates. 

Commonly, with most team based major sporting events, in particular grand finals, the team 

involved in the final are usually determined, at most, the week before the event. Hence, this 

characteristic in this study could possibly make it difficult to identify and access a sampling 

frame and to implement the components of the research design at short notice. Likewise, if 

a more holistic approach was implemented, in that all teams in the sporting fixture were 

involved, there is the potential for the study to receive a low response rate. For instance, 
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those respondents whose favoured team was not involved in the grand final could possibly 

choose not to attend the actual and / or substitute events, due to low interest or 

dissatisfaction. Hence, the use of a non-team based sporting event could appeal to a greater 

number of respondents to participate in the study.  

 

3.5.4 Selection Criteria 4: Frequency of Major Event 

The frequency of the event is the fourth selection consideration. In this study it was 

preferable for the selected major event to occur on an annual basis. This decision factor is 

determined by the need for relatively substantial research design implementation time. For 

instance, the time requirement to first collect, then analysis qualitative interview material 

from the population and then use these results to develop and administer a quantitative 

instrument to a larger sample of the population.  

 

3.5.5 Suitability of the Emirates Melbourne Cup to Selection Criteria 

Using the four decision criteria to review the potential special event contexts in Table 3-1, it 

was determined that the Emirates Melbourne Cup was the most appropriate special event 

for this study. For instance, the hallmark horseracing major event is of a non-team based 

sporting genre, held annually in Australia. Further, the Emirates Melbourne Cup appeals to 

a range of social classes, interests, ages and genders (Sharwood, 2003; Victoria Racing 

Club, 2005b). Thereby, potentially increasing the response rate for this study.  

 

Moreover, the horseracing-sporting genre is an additional appealing factor in the selection 

of this major event. To date, little research has been conducted from the sport spectator 

perspective of major horseracing events. The majority of academic interest has focused on 

the economic impacts (e.g., Narayan & Smyth, 2003), gambling motivations (e.g., Kim & 

Petrick, 2004) and sport marketing (e.g., Brindley & Thorogood, 1998) aspects of this event 
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genre. Hence, this study provides additional insights into this major sporting event context, 

particularly from a consumer behaviour perspective. Further background information on the 

Emirates Melbourne Cup is provided next.  

 

3.5.6 Background Information on the Emirates Melbourne Cup 

The Emirates Melbourne Cup is one of Australia’s premier sporting events, and a renowned 

event on the International horseracing calendar (Victoria Racing Club, 2005a). The event is 

held at Flemington racecourse in Melbourne, the capital of the Australian state of Victoria. 

Flemington racecourse is located on the former river flats adjacent to the Maribynong 

River, approximately 15 minutes northwest of the central business district of Melbourne. 

The racecourse is accessible by road, rail, air and water (McGrath, 2007). Figure 3-2 ‡ 

illustrates the location of Victoria, Melbourne and Flemington racecourse on a map of 

Australia.  
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The Emirates Melbourne Cup is quite possibly the most well known instigator of substitute 

type celebrations in Australia, and a phenomenon in its own right. During a 147-year 

history, the event has become somewhat ingrained in the Australian psyche, where the 

occurrence has been dubbed as the “race that stops a nation” (McGrath, 2007, n.p.). For 

most Australians, the first Tuesday in November each year is regarded as an unofficial 

holiday. Numerous Australians stop work for the day or afternoon to watch and celebrate 

the three-minute AUS$5.1 million, long distance (3 200 metre) horserace (McGrath, 2007). 

These spectators either watch the event at Flemington racecourse or in front of television 

sets in homes, workplaces, outdoor areas and hospitality venues across Australia and in 

some cases the world (McGrath, 2007). 

 

The activities at these substitute type celebrations usually include a traditional, sometimes 

lavish, Melbourne Cup luncheon with plenty of champagne and beer. The celebrations also 

usually include replications of the actual event activities, such as the fashion on the field 

competitions7, the wearing of hats and fascinators, sweeps8, Calcuttas9 and gambling. 

Hence, the Emirates Melbourne is a unique combination of tradition, fashion, entertainment, 

hospitality, business and gambling (Victoria Racing Club, 2005a). That is, the event is not 

just about horseracing, nor do the spectators require a definitive interest in horseracing to 

enjoy the event. In fact, the fashion, entertainment and hospitality elements of the event 

sometimes overshadow the horserace, where it is commonly known that some spectators 

never actually see the race taking place (Victoria Racing Club, 2007a).  

 

                                                 
7 The ‘fashions on the field’ is a fashion show and competition for the best-dressed females and males at 
the event.  
8 A ‘sweep’ is where each participant adds a small fee to a prize pool and draws the name of a horse, 
similar to a raffle. The prize pool is then distributed to the person who draws the winning horse. 
Occasionally, smaller monetary prizes are award to the 2nd and 3rd placegetters and the last placing horse.  
9 A ‘Calcutta’ is a more complex and higher stake sweep that is often held as a fundraising event for 
community organisations. The method begins as a sweep but allows the participants to trad their raffle 
tickets through an auction-type system.  
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The event attracts large viewing audiences and appeals to a range of individuals of varying 

interests – from the serious gamblers to the normally non-gamblers who turn into once-a-

year punters10 by having a flutter11 on the Melbourne Cup race (McGrath, 2007, Victoria 

Racing Club, 2007a). In 2006 (when the third data collation phase for this study was 

undertaken), approximately AUS$160 million in gambling wagers across Australia was 

placed on the race. Furthermore, the on-course attendance at Flemington racecourse for this 

year was estimated to be 106 691 people (Victoria Racing Club, 2007b) with a worldwide 

television audience of 700 million across 120 countries and mullions more by Internet 

(Australian Minister for Manufacturing and Export, 2006). The popularity of the major 

event and its impact on work productivity is as such that it is an official public holiday in 

the metropolitan area, with calls for other Australian states to follow suit (Australian 

Broadcasting Corporation, 2006; Woolrich, 2006). Thus, the Emirates Melbourne Cup 

event is an ideal context and example of event substitution for this study. Appendix 3-1 

provides further background information on this major event, in terms of it’s positioning 

within the Victoria racing industry structure and historical underpinnings within Australian 

society. The next section will provide a brief conclusion to the current chapter.  

 

3.6 Chapter Summary 

This chapter has provided a holistic overview of the research methodology design that 

underpinned this study. The chapter has justified the adoption of a post-positivist 

paradigmatic stance and the use of a sequential mixed methods approach to data collection. 

The use and appropriateness of the Emirates Melbourne Cup as a data collection context for 

this study was also justified. Chapter 4 will now extend from this methodological basis by 

detailing the procedures and results from the first data collection phase for this study.  

 

                                                 
10 The term ‘punter’ is a colloquialism, commonly used in Australia, for a professional gambler.  
11 A ‘flutter’ is a colloquialism, commonly used in Australia, for a modest bet or wager.  
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CHAPTER 4 

Phase 1 - Depth Interviews 

 

4.1 Introduction 

Chapter 3 overviewed the methodology design for this study. The chapter justified the 

application of a four-phased sequential mixed methods design for this study through using 

the Emirates Melbourne Cup as the data collection context. The current chapter details the 

methods and results associated with the first research phase. The phase focused on 

generating qualitative insights from the event spectator context, so that the constraints, 

negotiation and substitution outcome constructs in this study could be further defined (see 

Sub-RQ 1 to 3 in Table 2-9). Major chapter topics include: a) a rationale behind the use of 

depth interviews, b) interview guide development, c) sample selection, d) interview 

procedure, and e) the data analysis process and results.  

 

4.2 Depth Interview Rationale 

After a review of a range of qualitative methods (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994), depth 

interviewing was selected as the most appropriate technique for this phase. Depth 

interviewing involves a rather intensive, lengthy, conversation between the researcher and 

the participant. The objective of the technique is to explore, understand and make meaning 

of the individual’s perspective of a particular idea or situation “in-depth” (Rubin & Rubin, 

1985; Seidman, 1998). The method in this study assisted in identifying and clarifying 

construct dimensions (Stainback & Stainback, 1998; Strauss & Corbin, 1998) and acted as a 

precursor to quantitative instrument development (Veal, 1992).  

 

A key advantage of depth interviews in this study was the flexible nature of the technique’s 

design (Patton, 1990). The researcher was able to change the question wording and order, 
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and revisit a topic a number of times, depending on the conversation flow and level with the 

participant (Babbie, 2005; Bernard, 2000; Bryman, 2004). This flexibility assisted in 

reducing misinterpretations between the researcher and the informant, and informally, 

stimulated and probed the participant’s memory for further information clarification 

(Babbie, 2005; Bernard, 2000; Bryman, 2004). The method also allowed the researcher to 

obtain a rich, detailed insight into the participant’s experiences and opinions of the Emirates 

Melbourne Cup and substitute events that were expressed in the participant’s own language.  

 

Depth interviews were also appropriate for this study, based on three reasons. First, 

understanding the complexity of consumer decisions and the research model constructs 

required a more in-depth exploration as this stage of the study than a structured, quantitative 

approach (Boyce & Neale, 2006). Second, depth interviews were more preferable over a 

focus group method, as the study focused on understanding the decision process of 

individuals rather than group interactions. Hence, depth interviews provided a clearer, 

potentially unbiased, account of individual participant’s experiences and decision processes 

(Fontana & Frey, 1994). Finally, the method assisted in overcoming possible logistical 

difficulties. That is, the method did not require gathering ideal informants in one location at 

the same time. Hence, the researcher was able to cover a greater geographical distance to 

interview a greater range of informants, in a short amount of time, without inconveniencing 

potential participants with busy or unpredictable schedules.  

 

There are two potential disadvantages with the method that need to be justified for this 

study. First, data collection and analysis using the technique can be more time-consuming 

than other methods (Boyce & Neale, 2006). Therefore, the researcher took these factors into 

account when planning the methodology for this study. Second, the depth interview 

technique can introduce problems with the “trustworthiness” or validity of the data, such as 
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transferability, credibility and dependability assurances (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, 2000). 

These factors were considered in this study and are assessed throughout section 4.3. Next, 

the methods that were used in conducting the interviews are detailed.  

 

4.3 Method 

This section provides the procedural and analysis steps in this research phase. These steps 

include: a) interview guide development, b) sample selection, c) the interview procedure, 

and d) data analysis.  

 

4.3.1 Interview Guide Development 

This phase used a semi-structured guide to conduct the depth interviews with participants. 

The protocol enabled the researcher to focus each interview to derive information on the 

important research areas, yet ensured the flexibility to explore additional, relevant topics if 

they arose during the interview. The guide also provided a place to record administration 

details and notes for each interview, which were used as a referral point during transcription 

and analysis. Furthermore, the guide ensured some consistency between the interviews, 

which potentially increased the dependability of the qualitative findings (Boyce & Neale, 

2006). 

 

The questions on the interview guide were developed from existing literature insights and 

gaps, and through brainstorming the research topic. Insights from expert and experience 

interviews also assisted in defining key question areas (Luck & Rubin, 1987; Bryman, 

2004). The expert interviews comprised informal conversations with event managers of 

various substitute Emirates Melbourne Cup venues in Queensland and Victoria, and 

marketing managers of the Victoria Racing Club. The experience interviews comprised 

informal conversations with associates of the researcher. These conversations provided 
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initial insights from a consumer and managerial perspective of: a) the decision processes 

associated with actual, substitute and non-attendees to the Emirates Melbourne Cup, b) the 

variety of substitute event experiences, and c) areas of the actual event not previously 

experienced by the researcher.  

 

The developed interview guide comprised four main sections: 1) administrative details, 2) 

interview procedures and key question areas, 3) an interview notes section, and 4) an 

analysis reflection notes section. A copy of the guide is provided in Appendix 4-1. The 

guide was then piloted with three colleagues of the researcher before it was used in the main 

qualitative study. This pilot testing enabled the researcher to become more familiar with the 

interview structure, and to gauge the effectiveness of the key question areas (van Teijlingen 

& Hundley, 2001). The next section details the procedures that were applied in selecting the 

potential interview informants. 

 

4.3.2 Sample Selection 

In selecting the sample for this phase, the boundaries around the qualitative inquiry were set 

(Miles & Huberman, 1994). The 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup was determined to be the 

setting for this phase, as this event fell within a suitable time period in the study’s research 

design. Previous research has suggested that motivation levels, constraints and negotiation 

efforts may vary across participation statuses, participant origins and demographic 

characteristics (see Kay & Jackson, 1991; Searle & Jackson, 1985b). Hence, the researcher 

aimed to recruit a number of actual, substitute and non-attendees to the event of varying 

ages, genders and social statuses across Australia. Insights were gathered from the potential 

informants immediately after the event, when the accounts of the decision processes would 

be fresh in their minds. As such, the recruitment process began approximately two weeks 

before the 2005 November event.  
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The potential participants were selected through a non-random, purposeful sampling 

method, with no pre-determined sample size (Babbie, 2005; Patton, 2002; Seidman, 1998). 

The informants were selected based on which cases were the most useful and reflective of 

the various population characteristics (Bryman, 2004). Although there was some prior 

consideration towards the recruitment of the potential participants, the sampling design was 

essentially “emergent”. That is, through snowball and theoretical sampling techniques, each 

successive participant was chosen to either: a) reflect and extend the interview themes 

already obtained, or b) to possibly contrast the obtained themes through continuous sample 

alteration, based on the informant’s attendance status, origin and / or demographic 

characteristics (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  

 

Continuous sample adjustment also assisted in potentially minimising biases, as it is 

common in qualitative research for sample sizes to be small and possibly under 

representative of the population (Boyce & Neale, 2006). Data collection concluded after the 

point of data redundancy. That is, when the researcher felt that no new insights could be 

derived from the empirical interview material, and when attempts had been made to collect 

information from a range of participants (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  

 

Using the purposeful sampling technique, three strategies were implemented to recruit 

potential participants from each attendance status: 1) the use of a media release that was 

distributed to print and radio outlets across Australia (see Appendix 4-2), 2) the distribution 

of project information leaflets to substitute Emirates Melbourne Cup events on the Gold 

Coast (see Appendix 4-3), and 3) the distribution of an email to university staff and students 

throughout Australia. These recruitment strategies resulted in 30 potential informants. 

Twenty-five successful interviews resulted from the 30 informants. Five potential 

participants were not interviewed, despite many attempts by the researcher to make contact 
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with the informant, after the organised interview time. However, an additional three 

interviews were conducted as a result of a snowball technique with the interviewed 

participants. Theoretical saturation was reached after the 28 interviews were conducted. 

Although sample size is somewhat irrelevant in qualitative research as more emphasis is 

placed on data quality and variability, the interview quantity in this phase was within an 

acceptable, publishable, range (i.e., 20 to 30 interviews) (Warren, 2002). A profile of the 

interview participants is provided in section 4.4.1. Next, the typical format applied in each 

conversation is overviewed.  

 

4.3.3 Interview Procedure 

The interviews were conducted from November 2005 to January 2006. The conversations 

ranged from approximately 30 to 90 minutes in duration, with the average interview lasting 

around 45 minutes. All interviews: a) were digitally recorded to ensure information 

accuracy, b) were conducted either over the telephone or in person, based on the location 

and availability of the participant, and c) took place from 8am to 9pm, depending on the 

location of the interview, participant availability and the time zones around Australia.  

 

Ethics approval for the phase was obtained from the Griffith University Human Ethics 

Committee and steps were implemented to minimise any potential risk (Patton, 1990). 

These steps included the: a) use of information sheets and informed consent mechanisms, b) 

secure storage of the digital recordings, interview guide and transcripts, c) limited audience 

of the recordings and transcripts, and d) the deidentification of informants through the use 

of participant codes within the analysis and results. The digital recordings and transcripts 

will be kept secure for a period of five years, before being destroyed and electronically 

erased. Where possible, the information sheet and consent form (see Appendix 4-4) was 

forwarded before the interview so that the participant could familiarise themselves with the 
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elements of informed consent. Participants were provided with the option to give either 

verbal consent or to return the written consent form before the start of the interview.  

 

The following procedure occurred prior to each interview. First, the researcher built up a 

rapport with the participant. This initial conversation included such things as talking about 

the weather, how the participant’s day had been so far, or the last time the researcher had 

visited the participant’s hometown. Next, the informant was thanked for agreeing to 

participate in an interview. Background information on the research and the contents of the 

consent form were then briefly given. The researcher then asked if the participant was still 

willing to be involved in the research and if the interview could be recorded. In each 

instance the participant agreed. The digital recorder was then turned on and the interview 

began.  

 

Each interview typically began with the researcher generally talking about the Emirates 

Melbourne Cup and asking what the participant did for the 2005 event. This line of 

questioning ascertained and confirmed the participant’s attendance status. Generally, this 

initial conversation topic prompted the participants to talk about their experiences and 

perspectives of the Emirates Melbourne Cup at Flemington racecourse and / or substitute 

events. Throughout this conversation, the researcher gently probed and clarified information 

and particular areas of interest. Once the researcher felt that the interview areas had been 

adequately covered, the informants were asked if there were any other comments that they 

would like to add to the conversation and these were discussed. The interview then came to 

a close. In all cases, the participants were happy and willing to be contacted again: a) to 

receive the interview transcript, and b) if the researcher had any more questions or required 

further clarification. The participants were then thanked for the time and assistance.  
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Immediately after each interview, the researcher spent 20 to 30 minutes reflecting on the 

notes made during the interview. These reflections, such as possible construct dimensions, 

were recorded on the interview guide. Where possible, the digital recordings were 

transcribed, and brief summaries of the key points were prepared shortly after each 

interview.  Each participant was then sent a copy of the transcript and the summary from his 

or her interview. The participants were also sent a short demographic questionnaire, and a 

university branded pen as a token of appreciation for their time and input (see Appendix 4-

5). The short questionnaire assisted in confirming the participant’s demographic 

information that was derived during the interview. As a step in data verification, each 

participant was asked to forward any comments, changes or additional information to the 

transcript and summary. These elements were then incorporated into the researcher’s notes. 

Next, the analysis stages that were used to examine and interpret the empirical interview 

material are briefly outlined.  

 

4.3.4 Data Analysis 

After all the interviews were conducted, transcribed and the information verified by the 

participants, the material was then systematically content analysed. This analysis style was 

appropriate for this study, as it assisted in the categorisation of themes in the interview 

verbatim (Krippendorf, 1980; Schutt, 2006). The analysis procedure was devised from 

consulting various content analysis guidelines (see Krippendorf, 1980; Lincoln & Guba, 

1985; Ryan & Bernard, 2000; Spiggle, 1984). This process enabled the researcher to code 

and interpret the data and to verify the trustworthiness of the data and results (Creswell, 

2003; Lincoln & Guba, 1985, 2000).  

 

Eight stages were undertaken in this study to content analyse the interview material. First, 

the paper transcripts were read through to obtain a general sense of the data as a whole 
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(Spiggle, 1984). With some a priori knowledge from the interview guide notes and existing 

literature, possible construct dimensions were noted and exemplar text highlighted (Spiggle, 

1984). A draft codebook was then compiled in the second stage. The codebook was 

developed through creating detailed descriptions and exemplar text to illustrate each 

construct dimension (Ryan & Bernard, 2000). An iterative process was then adopted to 

refine the draft codebook in the third stage. This process involved reviewing the transcripts 

using the draft codebook and each dimension was checked and refined. The descriptions for 

each dimension were also checked and validated with previous literature (Denzin, 1978).  

 

The transcripts were then coded, in the fourth stage, through NVivo software using the 

refined codebook. NVivo coding reports were then produced for each transcript and were 

retained for later use in an external auditing process. As a step in data validation, the refined 

codebook was then subjected to peer debriefing (Creswell, 2003). Two colleagues of the 

researcher, who were familiar with the study, reviewed the codebook and provided 

feedback. Based on feedback discussions with these people, the codebook was then revised 

in the fifth stage. Next, as a step in data verification, an external auditor coded the 

transcripts using NVivo and the revised codebook in the sixth analysis stage (Lincoln & 

Guba, 1985). The auditor was familiar with qualitative research and the use of NVivo 

software. Once completed, the auditor and researcher met to discuss and compare the 

NVivo coding reports and the codebook descriptions in the seventh stage. Inter-rater 

reliability, based on a comparison between the researcher and auditor’s analysis, was 

approximately 90 per cent12 (Kassarijian, 1977; Krippendorf, 1980; Ryan & Bernard, 

2000). Inter-rater differences were discussed and notes on any agreed changes were made. 

The codebook was then finalised in the eighth analysis stage (Miles & Huberman, 1994). 

The next section details the qualitative findings derived from the content analysis.  

                                                 
12 Cohen’s (1960) [cited in Ryan & Bernard, 2000; p. 785] Kappa: K = ∑ fo - ∑ fe  / N - ∑ fe .     
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4.4 Results 

The content analysis results are provided in this section. The interview participants are 

profiled in section 4.4.1. The common construct dimensions derived from the interview 

transcripts are then overviewed in section 4.4.2.  

 

4.4.1 Participant Profile 

A profile of the participants was composed through information gathered from: a) the 

transcripts, b) pre and post interview participant conversations, and c) the short 

demographic questionnaire. Appendix 4-6 provides a tabularised profile of the 

demographics and attendance statuses of the participants. Of the 28 interviews conducted, 

13 participants were male and 15 were female, aged between 19 and 71 years. The 

participants resided in various states across Australia at the time of the interview (i.e., 

Queensland, n = 10, Western Australia, n = 7, Victoria, n = 9, New South Wales, n = 2), 

held a range of occupations (i.e., students, home duties, self-employed, unemployed, retired, 

frontline staff and managerial positions), and were in varying lifecycle stages (i.e., singles 

and couples, with either no children, young children, teenage children, “empty-nest”, and 

grandchildren).  

 

Nine participants were actual attendees to the 2005 event, 12 were substitute attendees, and 

seven were non-attendees. Five actual attendees were Victorian residents, who all lived in 

the greater and regional areas of Melbourne, Victoria. The remaining four actual attendees 

were interstate tourists to the 2005 event. These participants experienced the event at 

various areas of the Flemington racecourse, such as the general admission, member and 

marquee areas. Substitute attendees celebrated the event at home, local racecourses, 

workplaces, function centres, taverns and parks, either in Victoria or in other Australian 

states. Three substitute attendees were from Victoria, while the other nine were either from 
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Queensland, Western Australia, and New South Wales. Three non-attendees were from 

Queensland, while the remaining four were from Western Australia. Next, the results of the 

content analysis are overviewed.  

 

4.4.2 Construct Dimensions 

This section defines the common constraint, negotiation and substitution outcome 

dimensions that arose from the content analysis. As such, the section reports the qualitative 

results associated with the three sub-research questions posed in Chapter 2 (see Sub-RQ 1 

to 3 in Table 2-9). The section begins with the results connected with the first research 

question by briefly discussing the constraints dimensions identified in the interview 

transcripts.  

 

4.4.2.1 Constraint Dimensions   

Chapter 2 defined constraints in the research model as internal and external restraining 

factors that vary in intensity, and inhibit, modify or prevent spectatorship. This definition 

was used to identify the main constraints encountered by participants towards spectatorship 

at the 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup celebrations in the interview material. The dimensions 

were also informed and verified through previous leisure and event spectator constraint 

research (e.g., Jackson, 1993; Alexandris & Carroll, 1997a; Crawford & Godbey, 1987; 

Crawford et al, 1991; Milner et al, 2004; Kim & Chalip, 2004; Pritchard et al, 2009). Five 

main dimensions were recognised in the transcripts: 1) psychological, 2) social relationship, 

3) time, 4) cost, and 5) access constraints. Each dimension is briefly defined next, beginning 

with psychological constraints.  

 

4.4.2.1.1 Psychological Constraints 

The presence and influence of psychological obstacles within consumers’ spectatorship 
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decisions were a common theme to arise from the transcripts. Elements of this dimension 

were noted for all attendance statuses, in varying degrees of intensity. These obstacles were 

further categorised into two sub-dimensions: 1) “general” and 2) “event-specific” 

psychological constraints. General psychological obstacles included internal states and 

attributes that one may encounter on an everyday basis, or carry with them in relation to a 

range of leisure activities. For instance, this sub-dimension included self-confidence, self-

perception, age, frustration and patience levels.  

 

Event-specific psychological constraints encompassed internal attributes related to the 

Emirates Melbourne Cup and event genre. Some participants, mainly non-attendees, spoke 

of having no interest in the hype associated with the event and / or with horseracing. No 

interest levels ranged from a general dislike and low interest remarks through to an intense 

loathing of the major and / or substitute events. Other participants spoke about their 

perceptions of alcohol consumption and gambling at the major and substitute events, which 

impacted on their spectatorship decisions. Table 4-1 provides a number of quotes to 

exemplify this dimension and sub-dimensions.   

 

4.4.2.1.2 Social Relationship Constraints 

Another frequent constraint dimension was associated with the relationships between the 

participants and their peers, friends, family and other social group members. Most 

participants, in differing degrees of concentration, felt these constraints within their 

spectatorship decisions. This dimension was further classified into: 1) “absence”, and 2) 

“influence” social relationship constraints. Absence constraints related to the impact of the 

inability to find a partner or social group members to go with to the major and / or substitute 

event. This sub-dimension included the incapacity to find the “right” type of partner. 

Influencing constraints related to the pressure of others on participants’ spectatorship
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Table 4-1  Psychological constraints definition and exemplar text †٭ 
 

Psychological Constraints: General and event-specific internal states and attributes that constrain and influence participant’s spectatorship decisions. 
 

Sub-Dimension Factor  Exemplar Text 

Self-confidence “I am not good with crowds and people and stuff, I just keep, just stay at home” 
Self-perceptions  “I am quite a boring individual” 
Age  “I am getting on a bit and it gets a bit too much the whole day somewhere” 
Frustration  “I just get frustrated easily, it doesn’t take much to annoy me” 

General  

Patience  “with crowds and queues, my patience threshold is pretty low” 

General dislike / low interest in 
the event and celebrations. 

“I just never been interested in the hype of it all. I’ve never really been interested in it” 
 
“No interest in horseracing, don’t agree with the sport” 
 

Intense loathing of the event and 
celebrations. 

 
“I’m for one refuse to be part of the nation that stops, I object to being referred to as part of a 
nation that stops for a bloodya horse race” 
 
“I don’t feel that one should stop work and do stupid things like that for just a race” 
 

Event Specific  

Perceptions of alcohol 
consumption and gambling at 
event celebrations.  

 
“The close association with alcohol drinking and misbehaviour, that does come across to me 
as a threatening environment” 
 
“The amount of money that gets spent gambling on one race, I don’t want to be associated 
with any of that” 
 

† Source: Analysis of interview material. 
 .Note: a Australian colloquial expression used to curse. Italics represent emphasis in participant’s recorded speech ٭
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decisions. This dimension included the influence of: a) social relationship members’ 

experiences and opinions of the event and venue, b) the health of others, and c) a sense of 

obligation to others to attend the major and / or substitute event. Table 4-2 provides 

exemplar interview text to illustrate this dimension and sub-dimension. 

 

4.4.2.1.3 Time Constraints 
Most participants, across the three attendance statuses, spoke about time-related constraints. 

These factors impacted on their spectatorship decisions in varying degrees. The dimension 

included obstacles related to work, study and family commitments. Table 4-3 provides a 

number of quotes to demonstrate this dimension. 

 

4.4.2.1.4 Cost Constraints 

Monetary factors were another frequent constraint dimension. Most participants spoke of, 

either in single form or in combination, a number of expenses obstacles associated with 

event spectatorship that ranged in intensity. For instance, common factors included: a) 

admission fees into the event or specific venue areas, b) parking, travelling and transport 

hire costs, c) food and beverage purchases, and d) clothing and other merchandise purchases 

for or at the event. Table 4-4 provides exemplar text to illustrate this dimension. 

 

4.4.2.1.5 Access Constraints 

Issues associated with gaining access, viewing and / or comfort levels at the venue or 

specific venue areas were another common constraints in consumers’ decisions. These 

issues were either perceived or previously experienced by the informants. A number of 

participants, across the attendance statuses, spoke about these issues in varying degrees. 

Access factors included the behaviour and volume of the crowd, the distance, and the 

ticketing systems. Other instances included problems with entering and exiting the venue, 
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Table 4-2  Social relationship constraint definition and exemplar text †٭ 
 

 
Social Relationship Constraints: Perceived lack, influence and interactions of peers, friends, family and other social group members on participants’  
                                                        spectatorship decisions. 
 

Sub-Dimension Factor  Exemplar Text 

Absence 

Inability to find a partner 
or social group members 
(inc. the “right” type of 
partner or group). 

“I didn’t have somebody to come with me, because I didn’t want to sit on my own, it’s a bit boring” 
 
“we went on our own, we didn’t know anybody else […] that was unsatisfactory […] when you go with 
a group of people you know at least there is a common starting point, that adds to the enjoyment […] you 
tend to get a little bit more excited, you feed off everybody else’s excitement” 
 
“I’d prefer not to be in a group of girls if there’s larrikinsa around, I’d feel a little intimidated if its just a 
group of girls but I feel okay if there’s a couple of men and women around you” 

 
Social relationship 
members’ experiences and 
opinions of the event and 
venue. 
 

“I talked with some friends who went and they said it was very warm and there were 130 odd thousand 
people there – that would deter me” 

Health of others. “my husband’s health, he hasn’t been well for a number of years and it gets a bit much, a bit tiresome for 
both of us if we go to a function or something for the whole day” 
 

Influence 

A sense of obligation to 
others.  

“it was kind of expected of us to go so we went and I didn’t enjoy the day mostly because you felt like 
you were obligated to go, it wasn’t just for pure enjoyment” 
 

 
† Source: Analysis of interview material.  
 .”Note: a Australian colloquial term for “hooligan” or “hoon ٭
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Table 4-3 Time constraints definition and exemplar text† 

Time Constraints: Time factors that limit or prevent the participant’s spectatorship. 
Factors Exemplar Text 

Work “I wanted to go but couldn’t because of work and other commitments” 
“I must admit though I had been caught up with work” 
“I didn’t stay long, I had a mountain of work to catch-up on” 

 
Study 

 
“I had an exam the next day so I studied” 

 
Family “I have a change of family situation, so other things have become more a priority” 

“I watched it at home […] had to pick the kids up [from school]” 
† Source: Analysis of interview material. 

Table 4-4 Cost constraint definition and exemplar text † 

Cost Constraints: Monetary or expense factors associated with the spectatorship. 

Factors Exemplar Text 

- Admission fees into the venue / areas  
- Parking, travelling and transport hire costs. 
- Food and beverage purchases. 
- Clothing and other merchandise purchases.  

 
“it would be close to $200, about $80 each [entry fee] plus food and drinks so its an expensive venture” 

 
“the tickets to the marquees can be pretty pricey, plus you need to buy a new dress and hat and find a way to 
get there” 

 
“[the] tickets are not cheap, and then there is finding somewhere to park the car, which normally costs 
something, then we would have to get something to eat and drink, so it isn’t exactly a cheap exercise” 

 
† Source: Analysis of interview material. 
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Access Constraints: Obstacles associated with gaining access, viewing and / or comfort to the venue/venue areas. 
Factors Exemplar Text 

Behaviour and volume 
of the crowd. 

“when everyone has had a few [alcoholic drinks] it just becomes a bit of a mess, with the language and behaviour and how people 
conduct themselves, its just a bit wrong” 
 
“it is always crowded whether you are in the marquees or in the general admission, and I just thought if its going to be a record crowd, 
I just didn’t fancy being caught up in that crowd all day” 
 
“its just too busy there with functions and things and people, there are massive queues and you cant get yours on [wagers]” 
 
“you try to get good seats, and then you don’t end up actually seeing it [the race, because] everyone stands up in front of you” 
 

 
Distance to the event. 
 

 
“even though we are just outside Melbourne, its still a long way to go, makes the day really long” 

 
Ticketing systems. 

 
“you have to put in a request for when you want to go and it sorts of ballots out […] you are not guaranteed a table when and where 
you want” 
 
 

Problems with entering 
or exiting the venue 
(including traffic and 
parking issues). 

“it would be a nightmare trying to get out of the place at the end of the day” 
 
“we generally miss the last couple of races, trying to beat the crowd when its time to go home”  
 
“you have to drive, battle the traffic and park a mile away or catch the train or something” 
 

 
Quantity of facilities. 

 
“there is never enough for all the people that are there, you always end up queuing for everything” 
 

Table 4-5 Access constraints definition and exemplar text † 

† Source: Analysis of interview material.
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and the quantity of the facilities. Table 4-5 further defines this dimension through the use of 

transcript quotes. Next, the results of the second research question, relating to the main 

negotiation strategies used by participants, is reported. 

 

4.4.2.2 Negotiation Dimensions 

Negotiation in the research model was defined as various strategies and / or resources that 

assist consumers to overcome or alleviate the effects of constraints on spectatorship. This 

definition was used, with previous constraint negotiation research (e.g., Kay & Jackson, 

1991; Scott, 1991; Jackson & Rucks, 1995; Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; Alexandris, 

Kouthouris & Girgolas, 2007), to identify and confirm the key negotiation strategies that 

were used by the participants. Five main dimensions were noted: 1) time management, 2) 

financial, 3) social relationship co-ordination, 4) activity compromise, and 5) prior 

knowledge negotiation strategies. Each dimension is briefly overviewed next, beginning 

with the time management element.  

 

4.4.2.2.1 Time Management 

The management of time to overcome or lessen the impact of constraints towards 

spectatorship was a common theme to arise from the interviews. For many participants, 

these strategies included the organising of time in other areas of the participant’s life, and 

adjusting the time in which participants arrived or left the event venue. Table 4-6 provides 

exemplar interview text to support this dimension.  

 

4.4.2.2.2 Financial 

Another dimension related to the use of financial strategies. Most participants spoke of, in 

varying grades, the organisation of monetary funds to combat the influence of constraints 

on their spectatorship decisions. Such tactics included: a) saving, budgeting and / or 
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borrowing money, b) attending a cheaper aspect of the event venue, and c) sourcing free or 

discounted entry to the event venue. A number of quotes have been provided in Table 4-7 to 

illustrate this negotiation dimension. 

 

4.4.2.2.3 Social Relationship Co-ordination 

Co-ordination of social relationship members were another common factor that participants 

used to overcome or alleviate the impact of constraints towards spectatorship. A number of 

participants, across all attendance statuses, spoke of a range of tactics, such as: a) 

synchronising schedules and plans with others, and b) sourcing a partner or social group 

members to assist in attending the major or substitute event. Table 4-8 provides exemplar 

text for this dimension. 

 

4.4.2.2.4 Activity Compromise 

Elements of compromise were also found in the material. The dimension was typified by 

those participants who did not have a particular interest in the event, but compromised on 

an intended activity to attend the major or substitute event. Commonly these participants 

implemented this strategy to be with or to satisfy social relationship member needs. In a 

way, these participants through activity compromise became an alleviation method for other 

people who were faced with “absent” social relationship constraints in their spectatorship 

decisions. Table 4-9 provides example quotes for this dimension. 

 

4.4.2.2.5 Prior Knowledge 

Prior knowledge was also a common negotiation theme to arise from the interview material. 

The dimension involved overcoming or alleviating the impact of constraints to spectatorship 

through applying previously obtained knowledge from experiences with the Emirates 

Melbourne Cup and / or from other major events. This prior knowledge was derived from 
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Table 4-6 Time management strategies definition and exemplar text † 
 

Time Management Strategies: Organisation of time in order to overcome or lessen the impact of constraints in spectatorship decisions.  
 

Factors Exemplar Text 

Organising time in 
other areas of life.  

“its just a matter of prioritising time in other directions” 
 
“we just arrange our lives around it” 
 
“I make allowances, plan things in advance” 
 
“made sure that I got most of the things that I had to do out of the way in the morning so that I could go and stay longer in the afternoon” 
 
 

Adjusting the time of 
arrive and departure 
of the event / venue.  

“we looked at the map and planned out where we were going to head to on the course and then we got there very early so we’re walking 
through the gates there was nobody there and we go the spot that we decided on and we just stayed put for the day” 
 
“we went fairly early in the morning, close to when they opened because it just gets a bit hectic down there later in the day, as you can 
imagine” 
 
“we usually miss the last 15 minutes because we have to leave early to beat the crowd trying to get out of the place because after a long 
day out and a few drinks, the last thing I find is that you have to battle through the crowd to get to your car to get home” 
 

† Source: Analysis of interview material. 
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Table 4-7 Financial strategies definition and exemplar text †٭  
 
 

Financial Strategies: Organisation of monetary funds to overcome or alleviate the impact of constraints in spectatorship decisions. 
 

Factors Exemplar Text 

Saving, budgeting 
and / or borrowing 
money 

“I put it on the credit card” 
 
“got it on a friend’s credit card and pay the friend back over a period of time” 
 
“I put some money aside that week so that I could go” 
 
“[we] put on something at home, our friends and a few of out neighbours came around […] it worked out cheaper than going to one of 
those fancy luncheon do’s a” 
 
 

Attending a cheaper 
aspect of the event 
venue 
 
 

“we went to one of the restaurants [rather than the function rooms at the hotel] […] it was the same food, same atmosphere but less 
pricey” 
 

Sourcing free or 
discounted entry to 
the event venue 

“we actually got the tickets for free from my friends” 
 
“work paid for us to go” 
 
“I got a couple of tickets from work” 
 
“it’s a long way to Flemington from where we live in Melbourne and it costs a lot to get there so we get one of those combined rail and 
entry into the course […] it works out a little bit cheaper than buying normal entry” 
 

† Source: Analysis of interview material.  
  .Note: a Australian / British colloquial term of an elaborate party ٭
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Table 4-8 Social relationship co-ordination definition and exemplar text † 
 
Social Relationship Co-ordination: Organisation of social relationships close to the participant to overcome or alleviate the impact of constraints in spectatorship  
                                                            decisions. 

Factors Exemplar Text 

Synchronising of 
schedules and plans 
with others 

“I have a son who is young […] before I could go I needed to find someone to look after him, a babysitter or a friend or someone who 
wasn’t going to go” 
“It was my turn this year [to go and celebrate the event] so I arranged with my mother to drop off my youngest in the morning, took my 
other kids to school and then my husband organised to leave work early to pick them up so that I could enjoy the rest of the day with my 
friends without interruption” 

 
Sourcing a partner 
and / or social group 
members 

 
“not everyone wants to go but a friend of my daughters mother was over here from Tasmania and she had never been and wanted to go so I 
was delighted to have someone to go with” 

† Source: Analysis of interview material. 
 
 

Table 4-9 Activity compromise definition and exemplar text † 
 

Activity Compromise Strategies: The compromise of an intended activity to attend a celebration to be with or to satisfy partners and social relationship needs. 

Exemplar Text 

 
“its not really my thing, I’d rather go out on the boat for the day, but my wife wanted to go so I went because she wanted me to” 
 
“my friend had two tickets to one of those big functions and asked if I want to go […] I’m not that into sports of any kind and I’ve never really stopped for the cup 
[…] I had a lot of work that week that I’d rather do but it was free and she needed someone so the ticket wasn’t wasted, so I went” 

 
† Source: Analysis of interview material.
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direct experiences of the major event celebrations by participants and / or through the 

experiences of others close to the participant. For some participants this element was innate, 

possibly due to the long history of the Emirates Melbourne Cup in Australia, which came 

into the fore when consumers encountered or anticipated constraints in their spectatorship 

decisions. Examples of this dimension are provided in Table 4-10. The results of the third 

research question, encompassing the main aspects in substitution outcome behaviour, are 

detailed next. 

 

4.4.2.3 Substitution Outcome  

The substitution outcome variable in the research model was defined as a behavioural 

outcome where acceptably equivalent benefits and needs of the actual major event are 

obtained through an alternative experience format. This definition was used in the analysis 

of interview material from substitute attendees to the 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup to 

identify the key aspects behind their actual substitution behaviour.  

 

Substitute attendees in this phase exhibited a range of behaviours, from simple media 

substitution through to attending elaborate replications of the Emirates Melbourne Cup 

event at Flemington racecourse, in terms of food, drink, dress and activities. Commonly, 

substitute attendees spoke of the derivation of benefits and similar outcomes of the major 

event behind their choice substitution outcome behaviour. These benefits and outcomes 

included such things as socialisation, excitement, entertainment and convenience. Table 4-

11 provides a number of quotes to illustrate these aspects.  

To interview participants, socialisation, enjoyment, excitement and entertainment aspects 

were either remembered or imagined of what could be obtained by attending the actual 

major event at Flemington racecourse. The convenience aspect related to the ease in which 
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Table 4-10 Prior knowledge definition and exemplar text † 
 
 

Prior Knowledge: Prior knowledge of the event and other major events, derived from direct experiences and / or vicariously through others that assists  
                               participants to overcome or reduce the influence of constraints on spectatorship. 

 

Exemplar Text 

 
“[I] go there [to the same venue] every year so I knew what to do and what to expect” 
 
“we hadn’t been there before […] my daughter had been before for Cup day and she let us know what to expect so we, you know, took that on board when we 
were working out when would be the best time to go, all that kind of thing” 
 
“well, I’ve been to a lot of other big events before [and I] suppose those experiences helped in sorting out and actually going” 

 
 
† Source: Analysis of interview material. 
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Table 4-11 Aspects behind substitution outcome behaviour exemplar text † 

Factors Exemplar Text 

 
Socialisation, excitement 
and entertainment  

 
“I had a barbeque at home with friends and family, we had sweeps and all that kind of thing. We watched the day on TV, we set 
up a phone account and phoned through our bets and had plenty of food and drinks. It was a good day, we got the same kinds of 
things that we would have done at Flemington [from a participant who had attended the Emirates Melbourne Cup at Flemington 
racecourse in previous years]”  
 
“I never been to the Cup [at Flemington], but I reckon the carnival atmosphere at the Brisbane track [local racecourse] would be 
quite a similar environment to Flemington on Cup day, with the horses, bookies, fashion on the field and everything, that all adds 
to the excitement of the day and made me choose to go there” 
 

 
Convenience 

 
“it’s a choice [to stay at home], I think its because you don’t have to worry about getting your way to watch the race and I 
suppose you don’t have to worry about getting home afterwards either”  
 
“of course, it [to go to a Melbourne Cup luncheon at a function centre] was more convenient, less of a hassle, than travelling all 
that way to Melbourne, and it wasn’t too far from my home” 
 
“we decided to go to a restaurant because of its location, it is only over the hill from where we worked” 
 

 
† Source: Analysis of interview material. 
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a substitute event venue was in relation to travelling to the Emirates Melbourne Cup at 

Flemington racecourse, the participant’s home or workplace, and / or other venue types that 

hosted Emirates Melbourne Cup celebrations.  

 

Although the identification of the aspects behind substitution outcome behaviour focused on 

substitute attendees to the 2005 event, a relationship pattern between motivation levels for 

actual major event spectatorship and the potential to substitute event experiences was noted 

from the analysis of the interviews with the other attendance statuses. That is, participants 

(mainly actual attendees) who had an intense interest and motivation towards the actual 

major event were less inclined to substitute experiences. Conversely, participants (mainly 

non-attendees) who had no interest or motivation towards the actual major event were 

extremely unlikely to attend a substitute event. Substitute attendees to the 2005 Emirates 

Melbourne Cup appeared to fall at varying midpoints in this spectrum.  

 

The relationships between motivation levels towards the actual major event and the 

potential to substitute is best typified through the following two participant examples. One 

actual attendee (Interview 17) spoke of an extremely high interest and motivation towards 

spectatorship at the actual major event. This participant, over a 30-year period, had attended 

24 Emirates Melbourne Cup events at Flemington racecourse. This participant would not 

consider attending a substitute event, because to him “the Cup is Flemington […] going to a 

friend’s house or a restaurant or what have you, or staying at home, to watch the race isn’t 

an option to me, its not something that I would ever consider […] nothing compares to 

being at Flemington on Cup day”.  

 

Another example is of a non-attendee (Interview 4), who exhibited a very low interest and 

motivation to attend the actual and substitute events of the Emirates Melbourne Cup: “I 
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have absolutely no interest in the Melbourne Cup. Zilch!” Accordingly, this participant was 

very unlikely to attend a substitute event: “[I’ve] never been, nor would I ever consider 

going, to a Melbourne Cup party or luncheon or anything like that, couldn’t be bothered 

[…] I have no inclination to do any of that”. This relationship pattern is further discussed in 

Chapter 8, in conjunction with the quantitative results for this study. The next section 

briefly summarises and concludes the current chapter. 

 

4.5 Chapter Summary  

This chapter detailed the methods and results related to the first research phase for this 

study. The analysis of interviews with 28 actual, substitute and non-attendees to the 2005 

Emirates Melbourne Cup assisted in further defining the constraint, negotiation and 

substitution outcome constructs in the study’s research model. In particular, the analysis 

provided qualitative insights into the three sub-research questions (Sub-RQ 1 to 3 in Table 

2-9) posed in Chapter 2. Results indicated five main constraint factors, five negotiation 

strategy dimensions and two key aspects behind substitution outcome behaviour.  

 

Table 4-12 provides a summary of the key findings from this chapter in regards to the 

research questions in Chapter 2. The dimensions and exemplar text highlighted in the 

current chapter were then used to inform the assembly of items in the scale development 

process, as discussed in the next chapter.  
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Table 4-12 Construct dimensions identified in Chapter 4 †٭ 
 

Sub-Research Question a Qualitative Construct Dimensions 
 
Sub-RQ1:  
 
What are the main constraint dimensions 
encountered by attendees and non-attendees 
to a major and / or substitute events? 
 
 

 
1. Psychological Constraints 
2. Social Relationship Constraints 
3. Time Constraints 
4. Cost Constraints 
5. Access Constraints 

 

 
Sub-RQ2:  
 
What are the main negotiation dimensions 
implemented by attendees and non-
attendees to a major and / or substitute 
events? 
 
 

 
1. Time Management Strategies 
2. Financial Strategies 
3. Social Relationship Co-ordination 
4. Activity Compromise 
5. Prior Knowledge Strategies 
 

Sub-RQ3:  
 
What are the key aspects in the choice of 
substitution outcome behaviour?  

 
1. Socialisation, excitement, entertainment 
and enjoyment aspects that are either 
remembered or imagined of the actual 
major event. 
2. Convenience. 

 

 
† Source: Developed for this study. 
 Note: a Research questions developed from the review of literature in Chapter 2 (see section 2.9 ٭
and Table 2-9).  
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CHAPTER 5 

Phase 2 – Scale Development  

 

5.1 Introduction 

Chapter 4 detailed the method and results of the first research phase. This qualitative 

exploration generated exemplar text that further defined the constraint, negotiation and 

substitution outcome constructs in the research model to the event spectator context. The 

current chapter builds on these results, by detailing the techniques that were used in 

developing scales and a survey instrument for this study. The major topics covered in this 

chapter include: a) a rationale behind the scale development approach, b) item generation 

and selection, c) scale and instrument design, d) pilot testing, and e) scale refinement.  

 

5.2 Scale Development Approach  

A key aim in developing the scales in this study was to create a valid and reliable measure 

of the research model’s constructs, so that there are no logical errors in drawing conclusions 

from the data (Clark & Watson, 1995; Garson, 2006a). However, there has been much 

academic discussion about the level of rigor in the scale development approaches used in 

the social sciences. In particular, discussion has focused on the adequacy and consistency of 

the steps taken to assess scale item validity and reliability (Burke Jarvis, MacKenzie & 

Podsakoff, 2003; Flynn & Pearcy, 2001; Hinkin, 1995; Hinkin & Tracey, 1999; Ping, 

2004). This section provides a brief overview of the key issues and guidelines raised in the 

literature, which informed the scale development framework for this study.  

 

The need for a rigorous approach to the development of scales with “sound psychometric 

properties” (Diamantopoulos & Winklhofer, 2001; p. 269) has received significant attention 

in the consumer behaviour literature, with Jacoby (1978) being one of the first published 
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critics. Churchill (1979) took on the topic of scale development by publishing a set of 

guidelines, which have become a highly used source in measurement construction (Flynn & 

Pearcy, 2001; Hinkin, Tracey & Enz, 1997). Nevertheless, there is still a degree of debate in 

the literature relating to the number of stages and methods used to assess item validity and 

reliability during scale development. Some areas of contention include: a) the sample size, 

b) the number of development stages in the process, c) item purification methods, d) 

internal consistency measures, and e) the methods used to demonstrate content and 

construct validity (Flynn & Pearcy, 2001; Hinkin, 1995).  

 

The majority of debate appears to stem from two important factors. The first factor relates 

to the need for accurate measures as foundations for statistical significance and analysis 

techniques, such as structural equation modelling (SEM) (Bagozzi & Yi, 1998; Flynn & 

Pearcy, 2001). The second factor is focused on the need for statistical conclusions drawn 

from newly developed measures to not be flawed or challenged by the results of subsequent 

studies using the same measures (Flynn & Pearcy, 2001; Hinkin et al, 1997; Hinkin, 1998; 

Ping, 2004). This need is required so that knowledge of a topic can be advanced. Even 

though there could be a range of possible reasons as to why different scale administrations 

produce varying results, one key issue is the achievement of a reasonable level of accuracy 

of the construct measurement under examination (Hinkin, 1995, 1998). Although perfect 

reliability and validity are virtually impossible to achieve, researchers should endeavour for 

a level of perfection in measurement construction (Neuman, 2006). In particular, this 

perfection relates mostly to the number of stages taken in scale development, and the types 

of validity and reliability methods used in the process (Hinkin, 1998).  

 

A number of authors have proposed scale development guidelines (Churchill, 1979; De 

Vellis, 2003; Hinkin, 1995; Hinkin et al, 1997; Llusar & Zornoza, 2001; Netemeyer et al, 
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2003; Pons, Mourali & Nyeck, 2006). These procedures centre on three common elements: 

1) item generation, 2) scale development, and 3) scale validation.  However, there is some 

inconsistency in the number of stages proposed in these development processes. Some 

authors discuss three stages (Hinkin, 1995), four stages (Netemeyer et al, 2003), six stages 

(Hinkin, 1998; Ping, 2004), seven stages (Hinkin et al, 1997), eight stages (Churchill, 1979; 

De Vellis, 2003), 10 stages (Llusar & Zornoza, 2002), and 12 stages (Pons et al, 2006). 

Commonly, these proposed guidelines aim to develop a measurement scale that maximises 

reliability through multiple sample applications and internal consistency tests, and which 

demonstrates face, content and construct validity (De Vellis, 2003; Hinkin, 1995; Neuman, 

2006).   

 

For this study, a three-staged approach with a total of 10 steps was adapted predominately 

from Churchill (1979), De Vellis (2003), and Netemeyer et al (2003). This approach also 

includes some suggestions and general consensus from other authors (Hinkin, 1995, 1998; 

Hinkin et al, 1997). Figure 5-1 outlines the three stages that were used in this study, in 

terms of the steps and activities that were performed in each stage. The three stages of scale 

development comprised: 1) item generation and selection, 2) scale and survey instrument 

development, and 3) scale validation. The remainder of this chapter has been directed to 

detailing the activities and results for each stage, beginning with the item generation and 

selection stage. 

 

5.3 Stage 1: Item Generation and Selection 

The first stage in the scale development process for this study focused on item generation 

and selection. The steps in this stage included: a) a construct definition exercise, b) item 

pool generation, and c) the use of item pool review panels. 
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3d. Further Construct Validity 
Assessment  
Assessment through: a) dimensionality, 
b) predictive validity, c) nomological 
validity, and d) known-group validity 
methods.  

3c. Latent Structure & Construct 
Validity Assessment  
Assessment through: a) confirmatory 
factor analysis, and b) construct validity 
measures (convergent and discriminant 
validity).  

3b. Item purification  
Item assessment through: a) item-based 
statistics, b) principal axis factoring 
analysis, and c) internal consistency.  

3a. Survey Administration 
Distribution of the self-administered 
postal survey to large sample of 
population.  

2c. Item and Instrument Performance 
Review 
Item assessment through: a) item-based 
statistics, b) principal axis factoring 
analysis, and c) internal consistency. 
Item and survey adjustment by: a) 
rewording items and questions, and b) 
general survey design.  

2b. Piloting of Survey Instrument 
Pilot testing to: a) check 
comprehensiveness and reliability, b) pre-
test postal distribution design, and c) 
generate data for item review. 

2a. Design Considerations 
Attention to: a) measurement formats, b) 
survey distribution methods, and c) 
instrument aesthetics, such as layout, 
question volume & wording.  

1c. Item Pool Review 
The use of judging panels to assess 
translational validity that assisted in item 
selection.  

1b. Item Pool Generation 
Generation through: a) deductive (existing 
literature and scales – Ch. 2), and b) 
inductive (qualitative results – Ch. 4) 
methods. 

1a. Construct Definition 
Definitions, dimensionality and 
parameters drawn from: a) existing 
literature (Ch. 2), and b) qualitative results 
(Ch. 4).  

3. Scale Validation 
(Chapter 5, Section 5.2.4, and  

Chapters 6 and 7) 

2. Survey Instrument Design 
(Chapter 5, Section 5.2.3) 

1. Item Generation & Selection 
(Chapter 5, Section 5.2.2) 
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Figure 5-1 Scale development stages, steps and activities this study †٭ 
 
† Source: Developed for this study from a literature review of Churchill (1979), De Vellis (2003), and Netemeyer et al (2003), as discussed in section 5.2. 
  Note: Shaded 3-D boxes signify scale development stages, while the arrows indicated direction of development. Unshaded, shadowed, boxes signify scale٭
development steps and activities for each stage. 
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5.3.1 Construct Definition 

The first step in this stage involved a construct definition exercise. This exercise was a 

significant step in the scale development for this study, as clear construct dimensionality 

and parameters are needed if a suitable level of clarity and accuracy is to be achieved in 

item generation (Churchill, 1979; De Vellis, 2003; Netemeyer et al, 2003). As such, the 

construct definitions were derived and refined in an iterative manner, using two sources of 

information. First, the literature review in Chapter 2 provided a foundation for the construct 

definitions (see Table 2-8). Second, the qualitative findings in Chapter 4 (see Tables 4-1 to 

4-11) aided in clarifying the definitions by identifying key construct dimensions in the event 

spectator and substitute event experience context.  

 

Preliminary work was then undertaken on how each construct definition would be 

operationalised in the survey instrument (Babbie, 2005; Veal, 1992). As such, the 

definitions encompassed a range of multi-dimensional constructs. That is, there were a 

number of components that were distinct, yet showed evidence of multi-dimensionality to a 

first-order construct (Babbie, 2005; Netemeyer et al, 2003). The exercise also established 

whether the constructs would be operationalised through dichotomous or multi-

dichotomous scaling, or other formats, such as the use of checklists or open-ended questions 

(Babbie, 2005; Netemeyer et al, 2003). 

 

Five multi-dimensional constructs were required to test the research model and hypotheses 

provided in Chapter 2. Four of these constructs were deemed to require multi-dichotomous 

scaling, such as: 1) motivation, 2) constraints, 3) negotiation, and 4) substitution outcome. 

The remaining construct of attendance status, used as an independent variable in the 

comparative analysis for this study, was deemed to require dichotomous scaling, through a 

series of “tick-box” questions.  
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There were also two multi-dimensional constructs that were required for general respondent 

profiling purposes. These two constructs: 1) celebration attendance characteristics (i.e., 

satisfaction and repeat attendance likelihood levels), and 2) demographics (i.e., age, gender, 

relationship status, employment status, and income levels), required a combination of 

checklist and open-ended response formats. Following the definition exercise, the next step 

in the scale development process related to the generation of items, in particular for the key 

constructs that required multi-dichotomous scaling (i.e., motivation, constraints, negotiation 

and substitution outcome).  

 

5.3.2 Item Generation 

The second step of this stage involved generating multiple items, based on the construct 

definitions. These items mostly comprised behavioural and attitudinal statements for each 

of the respective constructs. The aim of this step was to develop a sufficient item pool for 

each construct that covered the defined dimensions and parameters, but did not cross over 

into the other construct dimensions being examined (Churchill, 1979; Hinkin, 1995).  

 

Three key factors were considered when creating each construct item pool for this study 

(Hinkin, 1995). The first factor related to domain sampling. Theoretically, there exists a 

larger universal domain of possible items that could tap into a construct, with the purpose of 

generating an item pool to form a random sub-set of those items with desirable 

psychometric properties (De Vellis, 2003; Netemeyer et al, 2003). This study placed great 

emphasis on producing a large and exhaustive list of items that represented the parameters 

of the construct definitions and dimensions, with the idea of narrowing the redundant items 

during later development stages (De Vellis, 2003; Netemeyer et al, 2003). The second 

factor related to how the measurement items for this study were generated. A combination 

of deductive and inductive approaches was used (Hinkin, 1998). The deductively drawn 
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items were sourced by conducting a thorough review of literature and published scales from 

the areas of tourism, leisure, recreation, consumer behaviour, sporting events and special 

events. The inductively generated items13 were constructed by exemplar text from the first 

research phase (see for example Tables 4-1 to 4-11). The third factor considered the 

formation of the items. Care was taken to ensure that each item: a) concentrated on only one 

construct theme, b) was relatively short in length, and c) used simple language (De Vellis, 

2003; Netemeyer et al, 2003).  

  

The items generated from these approaches were then grouped by their relevant construct 

and dimensions. Once the item pools were created, and with referral to the construct 

definitions, the items that were felt to be the most reflective and appropriate for the 

construct definitions were selected. Considering that there are no concrete heuristics for 

how many items should be selected at this step (Netemeyer et al, 2003), with some authors 

suggesting to “err” on the high side (De Vellis, 2003), the aim was to select at least 10 items 

for each construct (where possible). A brief overview of the deductive and inductive items 

that were selected for the motivation, constraints, negotiation and substitution outcome 

constructs during this step are provided next.  

 

5.3.2.1 Motivation Scales 

Chapter 2 established that a number of researchers have identified a range of underlying 

motives behind event spectatorship. However, the research model in this study focused on 

obtaining a more generic understanding of motivation, in the form of the intensity and 

importance of consumers’ motivation in decisions towards spectatorship at an actual major 

event. Two widely accepted, generic, methods of understanding a person’s motivation 

towards participating in activities is through the constructs of: 1) involvement (see Gursoy 

                                                 
13 Predominately for the constraints, negotiation and substitution outcome scales.  
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& Gavcar, 2003; Kyle & Chick, 2002), and 2) strength of motivation (see Carroll & 

Alexandris, 1997; Funk & Bruun, 2007; Funk et al, 2007). Although both constructs are 

attitudinal in nature, they vary conceptually in relation to directing a person’s behaviour. 

For instance, strength of motivation regulates a person’s attitude intensity towards the major 

event by being a situational moderator. Involvement, on the other hand, represents an 

enduring interest in the major event. These two constructs were used in this study to 

measure motivation in the research model.  

 

5.3.2.1.1 Enduring Decision Involvement Scale 
Involvement, as an “observable state of motivation, arousal or interest” (Havitz & 

Dimanche, 1999; p. 122), is often seen as a person’s perceived relevance or importance of a 

product or decision, based on a series of inherent needs, values and interests (see Mittal, 

1995). That is, if a product or decision is perceived to be unimportant to a consumer, they 

are uninvolved or indifferent to the product or decision. Individuals with high levels of 

enduring involvement in decisions towards spectatorship at the actual major event view 

their decisions as important, and are usually more motivated to attend the major event.  

 

Involvement in leisure activities has been examined from both unidimensional and 

multidimensional approaches. This study uses a unidimensional method to obtain a 

nomological understanding of enduring involvement in consumers’ decisions towards 

spectatorship at an Emirates Melbourne Cup celebration. As such, Mittal’s (1995) modified 

version of Zaichowsky’s (1985) 20-item semantic differential Personal Involvement 

Inventory (PII) scale was adapted to the study context. This modified scale was used, as it 

was parsimonious and more simplistic for respondents to complete than the full PII scale. 

For this study, the following stem was placed above the semantic differential scale: “To me, 

the decision to attend an Emirates Melbourne Cup celebration…” The five items from 
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Mittal’s (1995) modified PII scale were then being placed underneath this stem: 1) is 

important / is unimportant, 2) is of no concern to me / is of concern to me, 3) means a lot to 

me / means nothing to me, 4) matters to me / doesn’t matter to me, and 5) is significant / is 

insignificant.  

 

5.3.2.1.2 Strength of Motivation Scale 

Strength of motivation is also a commonly used construct to understand a person’s 

motivation. This construct measures the intensity of an individual’s motivation towards 

spectatorship at the actual major event. Strength of motivation has been used in a number of 

contexts, including sporting events (see Funk & Bruun, 2007), and in examining the balance 

proposition within the hierarchical model of leisure constraints (see Carroll & Alexandris, 

1997), with participants exhibiting a higher intensity of motivation than non-participants. 

Carroll and Alexandris’ (1997) five-item Strength of Motivation scale was adapted for this 

study. The scale was derived by these authors for the recreation sport context from Beard 

and Ragheb’s (1983) four-item Strength of Motivation scale for leisure activities. Beard and 

Ragheb (1983) derived their four-item instrument from Cattrell and Child’s (1975) generic 

Sixty-signs of Motivation Strength in Leisure Activities scale. The scale used in this study 

focused on five dimensions of motivation strength to attend the Emirates Melbourne Cup: 

1) guilt sensitivity, 2) persistence, 3) defensive fluency, 4) preferences, and 5) activity. 

Table 5-1 details the items for each of these dimensions. Respondents were asked to read 

each statement and rate their response from never true to always true.   

 

5.3.2.2 Constraints Scale 

To measure the frequency of the types of constraints that respondents encountered when 

deciding to attend an Emirates Melbourne Cup celebration, 52 items were inductively and 

deductively selected to cover the five constraints dimensions identified in Chapter 4: 1)  
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Table 5-1 Strength of motivation scale dimensions and items†٭ 

Dimension Scale item  

Guilt sensitivity “I regret when I am unable to attend the celebration” 

Persistence “Even when attendance is inconvenient I still try to attend” 

Defensive fluency “I feel that attendance to the celebration is vitally important to me” 

Preferences “I am really interested in attending the celebration” 

Activity 
 

“I feel that spending time attending the celebration is more worthwhile 
than spending time for other leisure activities” 
 

 
† Source: Adapted for this study from Carroll and Alexandris (1997).  
 Note: Underlined words in the scale items signify the statement components that were modified for ٭
this study.  
 
 
 
 

 Table 5-2 Inductive and deductive constraint scale item examples†٭ 

Deductive Items 
Dimension Scale Item 

 
Psychological constraints 

 
“I don’t feel confident in social situations” 

 
Time constraints 

 
“I had no time due to commitments to work” 

 
Social relationship 
constraints 
 

 
“I had nobody to attend with” 

Inductive Items 
Dimension Scale Item 

Psychological constraints 
 
“I refused to be a part of a nation that stops for a horserace” 
 

Cost constraints “The cost of transportation (inc. the present price of fuel) to the 
event was too high” 
 

Social relationship 
constraints 

“I felt obliged to attend due to pressures of my partner, peers, or 
work colleagues” 
 

Access constraints “I find the crowd’s behaviour (i.e., language used or rowdy nature) 
at specific areas of the event unappealing” 

 
† Source: Deductive items derived from scales commonly used in the leisure constraint field. 
Inductive items generated from the qualitative results in Chapter 4.   
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psychological, 2) time, 3) cost, 4) social relationship, and 5) access constraints. The 

deductive items were selected primarily from scales that are commonly used in leisure 

constraint research (i.e., Henderson, Stalnaker & Taylor, 1998; Jackson & Rucks, 1993; 

Jackson & Dunn, 1991; Scott & Jackson, 1996). The inductive items reflected the main 

constraints themes and exemplar text from Chapter 4. Table 5-2 provides an example of the 

deductive and inductive items that were generated. Respondents were asked to rate each 

item using a Likert scale, from strongly disagree to strongly agree, by using the items to 

complete the following sentence: “The main barriers or problems that I encountered when 

deciding to attend an Emirates Melbourne Cup celebration were that…” 

 

5.3.2.4 Negotiation Scale  

The negotiation construct focused on the actions and strategies that were used by 

respondents to overcome or modify the impact of constraints on their attendance. The 

construct in this study contained five dimensions, as identified in Chapter 4: 1) time 

management, 2) financial, 3) social relationship co-ordination, 4) activity compromise, and 

5) prior knowledge strategies. Forty-nine deductive and inductive items were selected 

across these negotiation dimensions. The selected deductive items were derived from 

Hubbard and Mannell’s (2001) Leisure Constraint Negotiation scale. The inductive items 

were generated from the qualitative results in Chapter 4.  

 

Table 5-3 provides examples of the types of deductive and inductive items that were used in 

this study. The following stem was placed at the top of the scale: “Thinking about the main 

barriers or problems that I encountered, some of the things that I used to overcome or 

reduce these barriers were that…” Respondents were asked to read each statement and rate 

their levels of agreement from strongly disagree to strongly agree.  
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Table 5-3 Inductive and deductive negotiation scale item examples†٭ 

Deductive Items 
Dimension Scale Item 

Time management “I worked hard so that I had more time at the event 

Financial “I have learned to live within my means” 

Social relationship  
co-ordination “I arranged rides or transport with others” 

Inductive Items 
Dimension Scale Item 

Time management “I arrived early at the venue so that I could avoid the crowd” 

Financial “I made sacrifices in other areas of my spending so that I could 
attend the event” 
 

Social relationship  
co-ordination 
 

“I organised members of my social group so that they could attend 
the event with me” 
 

Prior knowledge “I applied the things that I have learned from attending previous 
Emirates Melbourne Cup celebrations” 
 

Activity compromise “I compromised on a preferred activity and attended the event, so 
that I could be with someone close to me” 
 

 
† Source: Deductive items were derived from Hubbard and Mannell (2001). Inductive items were 
generated from the qualitative results in Chapter 4.   
 Note: Underlined words in the scale items signify the statement components that were modified for ٭
this study. 
 

Table 5-4 Inductive and deductive substitution outcome scale items†٭ 

Deductive Item 

“I substituted another more convenient event venue for a preferred one” 

Inductive Items 

“I found an alternative venue which provided me with similar benefits of the actual event” 

“I attended an alternative venue so that I could experience similar outcomes of the actual event” 

“I sought a venue that was cheaper than the actual event” 

“I found an alternative venue that was close to my home” 

“I substituted a preferred venue for a more convenient one” 

 
† Source: Deductive items were derived from Hubbard and Mannell (2001). Inductive items were 
generated from the qualitative results in Chapter 4.   
 Note: Underlined words in the scale items signify the statement components that were modified ٭
for this study. 
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5.3.2.5 Substitution Outcome Scale  

To measure the potential decision output of substitution, six items were deductively and 

inductively generated. One deductive item was drawn from Hubbard and Mannell’s (2001) 

Leisure Constraint Negotiation scale. The remaining five items were derived from the 

qualitative results in Chapter 4. Table 5-4 provides these deductive and inductive items. As 

the aim of this study was to derive responses to these items from all participants, regardless 

of whether they had attended a substitute event, these items were incorporated into the 

constraint negotiation scale. As such, these items contained the same stem as the constraint 

negotiation scale (“Thinking about the main barriers or problems that I encountered some of 

the things that I used to overcome or reduce these barriers or problems were that…”), with 

respondents required to rate their levels of agreement from strongly disagree to strongly 

agree. 

 
 
The selected items from the constraint, negotiation and substitution outcome constructs 

were then placed into tables, ready for the item review process in the next development 

step. The remaining scales for the motivation construct (i.e., strength of motivation, and 

enduring decision involvement) were largely deductive or modified from existing scales. 

Hence, the review of these items took place in the piloting step in the second scale 

development stage. 

 

5.3.3 Item Pool Review Panels 

The objective of this step was to assess the translational (i.e., face and content validity) of 

the selected items to the construct definitions.  Translational validity is important for scale 

items, so that the overall measure can be a valid operationalisation of the construct under 

examination (Hardestry & Bearden, 2004; Droge, 1997). This step was a necessary, but not 

sufficient condition of ensuring construct validity. Other methods were conducted in later 
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development stages in this study to ascertain discriminant, convergent, nomological, 

predictive and known-group validity (Hardestry & Bearden, 2004).  

 

There are no generally accepted or rigorous statistical methods to validate the translational 

validity of measurement items to construct definitions (Hinkin, 1998; Droge, 1997). 

However, a recommended method involves examining the consistency of item judgements 

gathered through expert review panels (see Churchill, 1979; De Vellis, 2003; Hardestry & 

Bearden, 2004; Netemeyer et al, 2003; Droge, 1997). This method enables evidence of 

“content adequacy” to be obtained (Hinkin, 1998).  

 

Two item review panels were concurrently undertaken for this study at the end of August 

2006. These panels assisted in evaluating each item for: a) clarity and conciseness, b) 

relevance, and c) any omissions (De Vellis, 2003). As such, the various review panels 

aimed to assess the translational validity of the items within and between the construct 

dimensions. Both panels comprised experts (academics, who were either familiar with 

leisure constraint theory or scale development, and event managers) and non-experts 

(university office staff and postgraduates). The experts assessed the content validity of the 

items, in regards to whether the full content of a definition was represented in each item 

(Neuman, 2006; Rossiter, 2002). The non-experts assessed the face validity of the items, in 

terms of whether each item was a measure of the construct based on the “face of it” (Droge, 

1997). Furthermore, each panel consisted of more than five judges, so that the detection of 

invalid or “problem” items could be more apparent (Netemeyer et al, 2003).  

 

The first panel aimed to assess the content and face validity within the construct 

dimensions. Twelve judges (six experts and six non-experts) were given an item review 

document (see Appendix 5-1) that contained the definition for each construct and associated 
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dimensions, and the items. The judges were then asked to rate how representative each item 

was on a three-point Likert scale (not at all representative to clearly representative) 

(Netemeyer et al, 2003). Space was also provided after each item bank for comments and 

feedback. The second review panel aimed to assess the content and face validity of the scale 

items between the construct dimensions. The panel, with six judges (three expert, and three 

non-expert) were given an item review document (see Appendix 5-2) that contained the 

definitions for each construct and dimensions, and a list of scale items, that were mixed. 

These judges were required to allocate each item to a dimension based on the definitions 

provided (Hinkin, 1998; Tian, Bearden & Hunter, 2001). A “not applicable” option was 

also provided. Space was given for the judges to provide comments and feedback.  

 

5.3.3.1 Item Pool Review Panel Results  

Once the researcher received the completed review documents from the 18 judges, a brief 

interview was conducted with each judge, either over the telephone or in person (Netemeyer 

et al, 2003). The aim of these interviews was for both the researcher and the judge to go 

through the completed document and discuss the scale items and feedback. During these 

interviews, the researcher added brief notes to the review document, which were later used 

in adjusting, refining and eliminating items. When the interviews had been completed, 

percentages were then calculated for the responses gathered from panel one, and inter-rater 

scores were calculated for the responses from panel two.  

 

The researcher then, together with the interview notes, reviewed the results for each item. 

Any items that had high percentages within the “not at all representative” category were 

investigated.  Similarly, those items that had inter-rater scores of less than .7019 were also 

examined (Kassarrijian, 1977; Krippendorf, 1980; Ryan & Bernard, 2000). However, the 

                                                 
19 Cohen’s (1960) [cited in Ryan & Bernard, 2000; p. 785] Kappa: K = ∑ fo - ∑ fe  / N - ∑ fe  . 
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decision to remove or change the wording of an item was ultimately the decision of the 

researcher, who was deemed to be the closest to the construct definitions and purposes of 

the measurement scales (De Vellis, 2003).   

 

Six items from the constraint construct, 12 items from the negotiation item bank, and one 

item from the substitution outcome scale (“I substituted another more convenient event 

venue for a preferred one”) were eliminated. The removed constraint items were mainly 

from the access and social relationship dimensions, while the negotiation items were mainly 

from the time management, financial, and social relationship co-ordination dimensions. One 

constraint item and five negotiation items were also re-worded, to make them more 

reflective of the definitions and understandable across literacy levels. The remaining and re-

worded items were then used in the design of the survey instrument in the next scale 

development stage.  

 

5.4 Stage 4: Survey Instrument Design 

The second development stage comprised the steps that were taken in the design of the 

survey instrument. This chapter section discusses the: a) design, b) piloting, and c) the 

initial assessment of the instrument’s performance. 

 

5.4.1 Design Considerations 

The retained and re-worded items from the judging panels were then formed into a survey 

instrument. Various considerations and key aspects were implemented in the design of the 

survey instrument for this study, such as: a) scaling formats, b) survey distribution methods, 

and c) the general aesthetics of the survey instrument. 
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5.4.1.1 Scaling Formats 

One important aspect in the development of survey instrument is the measurement format 

that is implemented (De Vellis, 2003; Hinkin et al, 1997). Hinkin (1998) notes that the 

chosen scaling format should generate sufficient variance amongst the responses, as this 

condition is an important pre-requisite for many statistical analysis techniques. Section 

5.3.2 detailed the five scales that were sourced and developed at this stage of the research 

process, with the majority designed with Likert formats.  

 

Likert scales are widely used in social science survey instruments to measure opinions, 

beliefs and attitudes (De Vellis, 2003). The format is also highly dependable in the ordering 

of respondents based on a particular attitude (Babbie, 2005; De Vellis, 2003; Hinkin, 1998; 

Netemeyer et al, 2003). Technically, Likert scales are ordinal in nature. However, the 

format is commonly treated as an interval scale when there are more than five points 

(Garson, 2006a; Sierles, 2003). That is, the Likert format implies metric properties when the 

rating points are summated (Garson, 2006a). Moreover, there has been wide debate over the 

use of Likert formats as interval scales and the potential effects on statistical analysis 

(Jamieson, 2004; SEMNET Listserver Archives, 2005-2006).  

 

However, there is now a level of agreement that indicates that the advantages of assuming 

Likert formats as interval scales outweighs the effects on statistical analysis (Garson, 

2006a). As Jaccard and Wan (1996; p. 4) notes in regards to the Likert scales and interval 

measurements, “for many statistical tests, rather severe departures do not seem to affect 

Type I and Type II errors dramatically”. Hence, based on this indication the seven-point 

Likert formats used in this study were treated as interval scales.  
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5.4.1.2 Self-Administered Postal Survey Rationale  

The next step in the design stage was to determine the distribution method of the survey, as 

this would influence the layout and construction of the instrument. Various styles of 

questionnaires (i.e., self-administered vs. interviewer completed) and distribution methods 

(i.e., mail, face-to-face, telephone) were considered. Furthermore, a number of factors also 

influenced the method selection process, such as: a) the need to collect data from all 

attendance statuses, b) the nature and variety of special and substitute events, c) the research 

budget, and d) that a single investigator completed the research.  

 

A self-administered postal questionnaire was selected as the most beneficial survey 

distribution method for this study. The method was more suitable for a single investigator to 

conduct (Jennings, 2001), and is widely used in the social sciences (Babbie, 2005) including 

leisure constraint research (e.g., Alexandris & Carroll, 1997ab; Carroll & Alexandris, 1997; 

Gilbert & Hudson, 2000). Moreover, the technique is increasingly effective as more daily 

activities conducted by individuals are becoming self-automotive (Dillman, 1998). The 

method also proved to be more economical than other distribution techniques as it allowed 

the simultaneous recruitment of potential respondents from the attendance types over a 

larger geography, for lower cost (Jennings, 2001; Neuman, 2006). The technique also 

ensured anonymity, thereby possibly increasing the response rate (Jennings, 2001). Finally, 

the method allowed the potential respondent to complete the questionnaire at leisure, recall 

more in-depth behavioural facts, and the responses are potentially more honest and candid 

as there is no interviewer bias (Neuman, 2006).  

 

However, there are some drawbacks with using this distribution method. For instance, item 

and unit non-response tends to be higher. Thus, in comparison to other techniques, the 

response rates for this method is lower (Jennings, 2001). There is also potential for the 
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respondent to misunderstand the survey questions, as there is no interviewer present to 

answer respondent queries (Jennings, 2001). Further, the researcher has limited control over 

whether the completed questionnaire is from the intended respondent, what conditions the 

survey was completed under, and whether the survey was completed by only one individual 

(Jennings, 2001; Neuman, 2006). However, these disadvantages can be minimised with a 

carefully designed and pre-tested survey instrument.  

 

5.4.1.3 Instrument Aesthetics 

Once the measurement formats and the survey distribution method was selected, the survey 

instrument was then constructed. There are a number of factors that were applied in this 

study to assist in making the appearance of the instrument more attractive to potential 

respondents. These factors, which are briefly discussed next, included: a) the layout and 

length of the instrument, b) the construction and ordering of the instrument’s contents, c) 

ethical conduct and research quality assurance techniques, and d) the use of incentive and 

non-incentive techniques (De Vaus, 2002; Jennings, 2001; Neuman, 2006; Veal, 1992).  

 

5.4.1.3.1 Layout and Length  

The layout and length of the questionnaire were important factors in this study. Particular 

care was taken to ensure that the questions and scale items were attractively presented in 

such a way that they were not “cramped” within each page, and that the questionnaire did 

not exceed more than 10 to 12 pages (Neuman, 2006). This approach was anticipated to 

make the instrument appear easy or less complicated for the potential respondent to 

complete in a short amount of time. Therefore, the respondents were more likely to 

participate in the study. The resultant questionnaire comprised a five-page, double-sided, 

A4-sized, stapled booklet.  

 



 138 

5.4.1.3.2 Construction and Ordering of the Instrument’s Contents 

The construction and ordering of the questionnaire’s contents was also considered. A key 

aspect of the questionnaire’s design was that all attendance types could complete the same 

instrument through a series of filter or “skip” sequence type questions (Sierles, 2003). The 

questions in the instrument were placed in a logical order, from the easiest questions first 

(i.e., attendance status questions) to the more relevant questions (i.e., the scale items), and 

then through to more personal questions (i.e., respondent demographics) (Veal, 1992). To 

assist in data entry, and to make the questionnaire appear less time consuming for 

respondents to complete, the majority of the questions were closed-ended or required a 

numeric answer.  

 

As the instrument was self-administered in design, care was also taken in formulating the 

questions and instructions for the respondents. The wording in the instrument was: a) as 

simple as possible, b) avoided ambiguity and leading questions, c) only asked one question 

at a time, and d) avoided the use of jargon (Veal, 1992). Moreover, the first page of the 

instrument contained instructions on how to complete the questions, such as: “Most of the 

questions ask you to tick a box or circle a number that best represents your experiences and 

perceptions”. These instructions were re-iterated for each question, where possible. A 

definition summary of the key terms that were used throughout the instrument was also 

placed on the first page of the questionnaire.  

 

5.4.1.3.3 Ethical Conduct and Research Quality Assurance Techniques 

In keeping with good ethical conduct and research quality assurance, a covering letter and 

information sheet accompanied the questionnaire. The cover letter included: a) an invitation 

for the respondent to participate in the study, b) an outline of what was required to 

participate, c) a confidentiality statement on how the completed questionnaires will be 
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treated and that the research was anonymous, d) details on how the respondent could 

receive additional information on the study, and e) information on how the respondent’s 

contact details were obtained (Sierles, 2003; Veal, 1992).  

 

The information sheet was an extension of the covering letter information, and a 

requirement of the Griffith University Human Ethics Committee. The sheet provided 

information in regards to the purpose of the study, and the potential research benefits and 

outcomes. The sheet also provided a statement that outlined the research was conducted in 

accordance with the Australian National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Research 

Involving Humans. The contacts details of the Griffith University Ethics Officer and the 

researcher were also provided. These details were included for any potential respondents to 

voice any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the study. It was anticipated 

that the use of these mechanisms would increase the potential respondents’ confidence in 

the research, and that their participation was important and worthwhile.  

 

5.4.1.3.4 Incentives and Non-incentives 

The self-administered survey package also contained additional methods of increasing the 

potential response rate. An incentive prize was offered to all respondents who completed 

and returned the questionnaire. The respondents were given the chance to win either a gift 

card worth AUS$50, or one of four AUS$25 gift cards, from an Australian-wide petrol 

station. The gift cards were redeemable for fuel and all other products and services in the 

store. Details on how to enter the prize draw were placed within the covering letter, and on 

a prize draw entry coupon. The covering letter was also personalised with the potential 

respondent’s initial and surname, as this technique has been suggested to increase response 

rates (Dillman, 2007; Manigone, 1995). A reply-paid envelope was also included in the 

survey package (Dillman, 2007; Neuman, 2006). In sum, the self-administered postal 
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survey package contained: a) a personalised cover letter, b) information sheet, c) 

questionnaire, d) prize entry coupon, and e) a reply-paid envelope. The next step in the 

design process was to pre-test the survey instrument and package with a small sample of the 

population.   

 

5.4.2 Piloting the Survey Instrument and Scale Items 

The survey instrument was then subjected to a pilot test before it was distributed to the 

chosen population frame. Pilot tests are recommended in survey research and as a crucial 

element in good research design (De Vaus, 2002; Jennings, 2001; Neuman, 2006; Sierles, 

2003; van Teijlingen & Hundley, 2001; Veal, 1992). The technique was used to: a) identify 

practical problems in the survey instrument package (i.e., providing advance warning of 

whether the main data collection would be successful), b) what aspects of the research 

protocols and instructions were not followed, and c) whether proposed instrument was 

unsuitable or too difficult for respondents to complete (van Teijlingen and Hundley, 2001). 

Hence, the piloting of the instrument in this study was undertaken to improve the survey 

format, layout and length, and as a step in minimising potential item and unit non-response.  

  

Two types of pilot testing were concurrently undertaken in early October 2006. Both 

administrations aimed to generate data for use in evaluating the performance of the scale 

items and survey instrument design (Netemeyer et al, 2003). The first pilot study involved a 

pre-test of the survey instrument package contents (i.e., covering letter, information sheet, 

questionnaire and prize entry form). This test aimed: a) to assess the effectiveness of the 

survey instrument package using the postal administration method, and b) to gain feedback 

on the readability and comprehensiveness of the survey instrument package. That is, this 

initial test aimed to assess how well the instructions on the covering letter and questionnaire 

were followed by the respondents. The second pilot study solely encompassed the testing of 
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the scale items in the questionnaire, so that preliminary validity and reliability assessments 

could be made.  

 

A convenience sampling method was used in both pilot studies to recruit participants. In 

terms of sample size for pilot tests, it is suggested that between 100 and 300 cases will 

suffice (Clark & Watson, 1995; De Vellis, 2003; Netemeyer et al, 2003). Therefore, 150 

copies of the survey instrument package were distributed for the first pilot study, and 150 

copies of just the questionnaire were disseminated for the second pilot study. Further details 

on the two administrations are provided next.  

 

5.4.2.1 Pilot Study 1: Pre-testing the Survey Instrument Package 

Ideally, the administration for this pilot test would have involved the use of a postal 

database, similar to the one that would be used in the main data collection. However, this 

was unfeasible at this stage of the research, due to the timing of the event and postal costs. 

Therefore, the pre-test involved the administration of the survey packages to a selection of 

general and academic staff at Griffith University, through the internal mail system.  

 

The survey package contained the same components as discussed in section 5.4.1.3.4. 

However, instead of an incentive prize of store gift cards, the respondents were offered the 

chance to win one of five tea or coffee vouchers to the university campus coffee shop. In 

addition, the reply-paid envelope was replaced with an inter-office mail envelope so that the 

completed questionnaire and prize entry form could be returned to the researcher.  

 

As this pre-test aimed to gain feedback on the readability and comprehensiveness of the 

survey package, three open-ended questions were attached for the respondents to complete: 

1) “How long did it take you to complete this questionnaire?” 2) “Were there any questions 
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or items that you did not understand?” and 3) “Would you like to make any comments 

about this questionnaire?” Furthermore, two open-ended questions were included after the 

constraint and negotiation scales in the questionnaire: 1) “Were there any other barriers or 

problems that you encountered when deciding to attend the 2005 Melbourne Cup 

celebration?” and 2) “Were there any other strategies/things that you used/did to overcome 

or reduce the barriers or problems that you encountered when deciding to attend a 2005 

Melbourne Cup celebration?” Appendix 5-3 provides a copy of the survey package that was 

used in this pilot study. Of the 150 survey packages that were distributed, 38 completed 

surveys were returned. Hence, the response rate for this pilot study was 25.3 per cent.  

 

5.4.2.2 Pilot Study 2: Piloting of Scale Items 

The second pilot test focused solely on the administration of the questionnaire, so that the 

reliability and validity of the scale items could be assessed. For this pilot test, the 

questionnaire was distributed (through lectures and tutorials) to undergraduate and 

postgraduate students at Griffith University. The same questionnaire (minus the covering 

letter, information sheet and readability questions) that was distributed in the first pilot test 

was used in this administration. As an incentive, respondents were also offered the chance 

to win tea or coffee vouchers to the university campus coffee shop. Each respondent was 

also given a small chocolate, as a token of appreciation. Of the 150 questionnaires that were 

distributed, the researcher collected 81 completed surveys. Therefore, the response rate for 

this administration was 54 per cent.  

 

Collectively, these pilot studies received 119 completed questionnaires, which produced a 

response rate of 39 per cent. The data from the questionnaires were then entered into SPSS 

(Version 14.0) software, and the written feedback from the questionnaires was collated, 

ready for assessment in the next scale development step. 
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5.4.3 Scale Item Performance Review Stages 

The next step in the design process involved an assessment of the scale item and instrument 

performance, based on the data set derived from the pilot studies (Netemeyer et al, 2003; 

van Teijlingen & Hundley, 2001). Five analysis stages were undertaken: 1) data cleaning, 

missing value and normality assessment, 2) sample descriptive statistics, 3) item-based 

statistics, 4) principal axis factoring and internal consistency analysis, and 5) scale item and 

instrument adjustment decisions. These stages are briefly overviewed next.  

 

5.4.3.1 Stage 1: Data Cleaning & Assessment 

Data were cleaned in the first analysis stage, to remove any entry errors or invalid 

responses. This assessment was undertaken through using the SPSS descriptive statistics 

function, to ensure that all data entries were in an acceptable range. Missing values were 

then examined using the pattern and descriptive functions in SPSS missing value analysis 

(MVA). Data were also examined for normality, using: a) Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistic 

with Lillefors significance correlation, b) normal probability plots, and c) kurtosis and 

skewness test values. 

 

5.4.3.2 Stage 2: Sample Descriptive Statistics 

The second analysis stage produced a sample profile of the respondents, in terms of 

attendance status and demographics. Percentages and mean scores were generated for this 

profile. The results of this analysis are summarised in section 5.4.4.1.  

 

5.4.3.3 Stage 3: Item-based Statistics 

The third stage assessed the scale items’ performance through the use of item-based 

statistics (i.e., means, variances, corrected item-to-total correlations, inter-item correlations) 

(Netemeyer et al, 2003). Items were “flagged” for further investigation, based on any one of 
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the following criteria. Items with means close to an extremity on the response range were 

highlighted, as it is suggested that these variables will have low variances and are unlikely 

to correlate highly with other items (De Vellis, 2003). Further, items with corrected item-to-

total correlations of less than .50 were noted as possible candidates for deletion or 

adjustment, as higher values are desired for this statistical test (De Vellis, 2003; Bearden & 

Netemeyer, 1998). This statistic reflects the extent to which an item correlates with all the 

other items, excluding itself (De Vellis, 2003; Netemeyer et al, 2003). Finally, the inter-

item correlations should be of a moderate size, with average inter-item correlations greater 

than .30 being advocated as ideal (Robinson, Shaver & Wrightsman, 1991; Netemeyer et al, 

2003). This statistic is designed to ensure dimensionality. 

 

5.4.3.4 Stage 4: Principal Axis Factoring & Internal Consistency Analysis  

The fourth stage produced an exploratory factor structure of the scale items. The internal 

consistency co-efficients for the resultant solution were also calculated. The scale items 

were placed into principal axis factoring analysis. In sum, principal axis factoring seeks the 

least number of factors that account for the co-variance of a set of variables. The technique 

is generally more preferred over principal component analysis, when the research purpose is 

detecting a data structure for later use in SEM (Garson, 2006b; Hair et al, 2006). In contrast, 

principal component analysis seeks the set of factors that account for the total variance 

(common and unique) in a set of variables (Hair et al, 2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 

Furthermore, an oblique (direct oblimin) rotation method was chosen over an orthogonal 

factor solution, as it was anticipated that the factors would have high correlations (Hair et 

al, 2006). The oblique (direct oblimin) rotation is recommended when the correlations 

between the factors on the factor correlation matrix exceed .32 (Hair et al, 2006).  
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Common exploratory factor analysis criteria were applied in this study (Garson, 2006b; 

Hair et al, 2006; Hinkin, 1998). For instance: a) each item was required to correlate at .30 or 

higher with at least one other variable, b) the Bartlett’s test of sphericity needed to be 

significant (p < .05), c) the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) score and measure of sampling 

adequacy (MSA) values on the anti-image correlation matrix were required to be .60 or 

greater, and d) the total variance explained needed to be 60 per cent or greater (Garson, 

2006b; Hair et al, 2006; Hinkin, 1998).  

 

Further, factors were deemed acceptable if: a) the eigenvalues were greater than one, b) the 

component contained at least three items that loaded highly on a single, appropriate factor, 

c) the communality statistics for each item were high, and d) the factor loading for each 

item were significant (Bollen, 1989; Hair et al, 2006; Hinkin, 1998; Holmes-Smith, 2006). 

At this stage of the research, item factor loadings of .45 or greater were deemed significant 

(Hair et al, 2006; Hinkin, 1998; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). This criterion was based on the 

ratio of cases to variables. Once an adequate factor solution was obtained, the internal 

consistency levels of the factors were assessed as an indication of scale reliability. 

Cronbach’s alpha was calculated, as it is a common measure of scale internal consistency 

(Churchill, 1979; De Vellis, 2003; Hair et al, 2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Large 

coefficients of .70 or greater were required, as this provides a strong indication of item co-

variance and also suggests that the sampling domain has been captured adequately (Hinkin, 

1998; Netemeyer et al, 2003). The corrected item-to-total correlation values were also 

inspected, with the scores required to be .50 or greater (De Vellis, 2003). The results from 

this analysis stage are reported in section 5.4.4.3.  

 

5.4.3.5 Stage 5: Scale Item & Survey Adjustment Decisions 

The fifth stage involved collating the statistical information and the open-ended feedback 
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from the pilot studies. This information assisted in determining which items were retained, 

deleted or re-worded, and whether additional items were required. Netemeyer et al (2003) 

advocate that after the pilot testing it is better to have an over-inclusive set of items for each 

construct. It is thought that those items that continue to perform poorly can be removed in 

subsequent scale administration studies. Further, this suggestion is particularly important if 

the pilot test sample was conveniently selected, such as in this research phase, as the 

respondents may not be entirely representative of the population of interest (Netemeyer et 

al, 2003). In this study, if an item did not meet the required statistical heuristics, but had 

face and content validity it was retained for the next administration in the third scale 

development stage. The decisions from this analysis stage are discussed in section 5.4.4.4. 

 

5.4.4 Results of the Scale Item Performance Review 

This section provides: a) a profile of the pilot test respondents, b) the results from the item-

based, factor structure and internal consistency analysis, and c) a brief discussion of the 

decision that were made in regards to the adjustment of the scale items and instrument.  

 

5.4.4.1 Sample Profile  

This section provides an overview of the respondents to the pilot test. ‘Actual attendees’, 

who consist of those respondents that attended the 2005 Melbourne Cup Day event at 

Flemington racecourse, comprised 3.4 per cent of the pilot test sample. ‘Substitute 

attendees’ consisted of 24.4 per cent of the sample. These respondents attended a 

celebration of the 2005 Melbourne Cup event away from Flemington racecourse. ‘Non-

attendees’ to the celebrations comprised 72.3 per cent of the sample. Collectively, the 

respondents were mainly female (66.7%) and were aged between 19 to 60 years (Xage 28.1 

years). The majority of the respondents were in a single relationship status (60.2%), and had 
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completed education to a university degree (39.4%) or diploma (24.2%) level. All pilot 

study respondents were from South-East Queensland residences.  

 

5.4.4.2 Item-Based Statistic Results 

The item-based statistics were then calculated on the data set. An overview of these results 

for each item has been provided in Appendix 5-4. In brief, the item means and variances for 

the strength of motivation, enduring decision involvement and substitution outcome scales 

were all within the acceptable ranges. However, several items in the constraint and 

negotiation scales had means close to an extremity on the response range. These results 

signified the possibility of weaker correlations with other variables, due to low variance (De 

Vellis, 2003). These items included: a) “someone close to me had an ailment or disability 

which made attending difficult” (M: 1.92; V: 1.98), b) “I borrowed money so that I could 

attend the event” (M: 2.11; V: 1.80), and c) “I feel that I am too old” (M: 1.93; V: 2.03).   

 

The average inter-item correlations for all scale dimensions were greater than .30 

(Netemeyer et al, 2003; Robinson et al, 1991). The majority of the items had corrected 

item-to-total values of greater than .50 (Bearden & Netemeyer 1998; De Vellis, 2003). 

Those items that did not meet this criterion were mainly from the constraint and negotiation 

scales. These items included: a) “my own health problems made it difficult to attend” (.38), 

b) “I feel that I am too old” (.42), c) “I tried to be organised with my time” (.30), d) “I 

worked attending the event around my other commitments” (.40), and e) “I saved money so 

that I could attend the event” (.34). The results from this item-based analysis were noted.  

 

5.4.4.3 Principal Axis Factoring & Internal Consistency Results 

All 90 items from the constraints, negotiation, substitution outcome, enduring decision 

involvement and strength of motivation scales were then placed in principal axis factoring 
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analysis. Any item that did not correlate with at least one other variable at .30 was removed. 

The oblique rotation was retained as the correlations between the factors on the factor 

correlation matrix exceeded .32 (Hair et al, 2006). The pattern matrix was then examined 

for items that showed complex or inadequate factor loadings of less than .45, as this 

criterion was set for the exploratory factor analysis using the pilot study data (Hair et al, 

2006; Hinkin, 1998). Further, the item communalities were also inspected for variables that 

explained a low proportion of the variance (Hair et al, 2006; Hinkin, 1998). The items 

designed to represent the social relationship constraint dimension were removed from the 

analysis, as these items failed to load at .45 or higher.  

 

It should be noted at this stage, that there is a potential weakness in the analysis in terms of 

the ratio of cases to variables. For instance, 90 variables were involved in the analysis, with 

a sample size of 119 cases. This resulted in well under five cases per variable (Hair et al, 

2006; Hinkin, 1998). Therefore, those items that were removed during the factor analysis 

were not completely discarded. Instead, these items were “flagged” for review, in 

conjunction with the item-based statistic results, respondent feedback and researcher 

reflection, as discussed in section 5.4.4.4.  

 

Principal axis factoring analysis with oblique rotation identified eight factors with 

eigenvalues greater than one. Examination of the scree plot further indicated that this 

structure was the most appropriate. Combined, the factors explained 76.78 per cent of the 

variance. The KMO measure of sampling adequacy test value was .75. This statistic 

suggested there were acceptable inter-correlations present in the data. Sampling adequacy 

was also assessed for each variable. The MSA scores on the anti-image correlation matrix 

ranging from .62 to .92. Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (p < .05) indicating the 

presence of appropriate patterns of correlations, with a χ2 value of 4177.77 with 946 degrees 
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of freedom. These statistics support factorisation. The internal consistency of the eight 

factors was then calculated using Cronbach’s alpha.  The reliability coefficients values for 

the factors ranged from .79 to .97. These values were within the recommended criteria of 

.70 or greater (Churchill, 1979; Hinkin, 1998; Netemeyer et al, 2003). The corrected item-

to-total correlations were also inspected and all items were greater than .50 (De Vellis, 

2003). Following this analysis, the items in each of the eight factors were then reviewed and 

named. Table 5-5 provides the results of this analysis. 

 

The resultant factor solution comprised 44 items, across the eight factors. The first factor 

explained 33.95 per cent of the variance (α: .96). This factor was labelled “negotiation”, as 

it contained fifteen items that related to strategies and resources that could used to 

overcome or alleviate the effects of constraints towards event spectatorship. The items 

reflected time management, financial, social relationship co-ordination, activity comprise 

and prior knowledge tactics. The second factor was labelled “strength of motivation”. This 

factor solely contained the five items from the strength of motivation scale. The factor 

explained 19.38 per cent of the variance (α: .93). “Enduring decision involvement” was the 

label given to the third factor. This factor contained four of the items from Mittal’s (1995) 

involvement scale and explained 7.12 per cent of the variance (α: .97). The fourth factor 

contained five items that mainly related to individuals’ personal perceptions and opinions of 

the major event’s genre and activities. Therefore, this factor was named “psychological 

event constraints” and explained 4.66 per cent of the variance (α: .86). 

 

The fifth factor was labelled “substitution outcome”. This factor contained the five items 

that were designed to measure the potential outcome of constraint negotiation, dependent on 

the individuals’ level of motivation towards the Emirates Melbourne Cup. This factor 

explained 3.56 per cent of the variance (α: .91). The sixth factor comprised three items that 
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Table 5-5 Principal axis factoring and internal consistency analysis of pilot study data †٭ 

Label Factor Names and Items  Load.a Comm.b Eigen.c %Var. Exp.d α 
 Negotiation   14.94 33.95 .96 
PKN5 I applied the things that I have learned from listening to other people's experiences with other major events .88 .87    
PKN2 I applied the things that I have learned from attending other major events .87 .81    
TMN3 I used a childminder or babysitter to make free time .83 .76    
FSN2 I utilised my credit card so that I could attend the event .82 .75    
TMN8 I cut short the time I spent at the event .82 .73    
FSN5 I borrowed money so that I could attend the event .81 .72    
FSN1 I made sacrifices in other areas of my spending so that I could attend the event .81 .73    
TMN5 I arrived early at the venue so that I could avoid the crowd .80 .85    
TMN2 I asked my family and/or partner to share in the daily chores so that I could attend to the event.  .77 .70    
ACN4 I changed my plans and attended the event, so that someone close to me could go .76 .71    
TMN1 I worked hard so that I could have more time at the event .76 .74    
PKN4 I applied the things that I have learned from listening to other people's experiences with EMCe celebrations .73 .73    
TMN4 I prioritised what I did and made attending the event a priority .69 .69    
PKN3 I applied the things that I have learned from attending previous EMCe celebrations .69 .73    
SRN1 I organised members of my social group so that they could attend the event with me .62 .60    
 Strength of Motivation   8.53 19.38 .93 
SOM1 I regret when I am unable to attend the event .89 .88    
SOM2 Even when attendance is inconvenient I still try to attend .86 .86    
SOM3 I am really interested in attending the event .85 .84    
SOM4 I feel that attendance to the event is vitally important to me .77 .73    
SOM5 I feel that spending time at the event is more worthwhile than spending time for other leisure activities .77 .68    
 Enduring Decision Involvement    3.13 7.12 .97 
EDI1 is significant / is insignificant .88 .91    
EDI2 matters to me / doesn't matter to me .86 .93    
EDI3 means a lot to me / means nothing to me .86 .93    

 
† Source: Analysis of pilot study data (n = 119).  
 Note: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation: Oblique with Kaiser Normalisation. Rotation converged in 9 iterations. a Factor loadings. b Communalities. c Eigenvalues. d ٭
Percentage of Variance Explained. e Emirates Melbourne Cup. 
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Label Factor Names and Items  Load.a Comm.b Eigen.c %Var. Exp.d α 
EDI4 is important / is unimportant .78 .83    
 Psychological Event Constraints    2.05 4.66 .86 
PC9 I don't like to be associated with gambling .81 .73    
PC4 I am not interested in horseracing .81 .79    
PC1 I am not interested in the event .69 .80    
TC3 I had more important things to do .65 .70    
PC2 I don't know how to gamble on horseracing .59 .68    
 Substitution Outcome   1.57 3.56 .91 
SO3 I attended an alternative venue so that I could experience similar outcomes of the actual event .76 .84    
SO2 I sought a venue that was cheaper than the actual event .74 .83    
SO4 I substituted a preferred event venue for a more convenient one .69 .72    
SO5 I found an alternative venue that was close to my home .58 .65    
SO1 I found an alternative venue, which provided me with benefits similar to the actual event .56 .78    
 Time Constraints   1.34 3.03 .79 
TC1 I had not time due to commitments to work .77 .66    
TC4 I had no time due to commitments to studies .71 .81    
TC5 I don't have enough time .71 .79    
 Cost Constraints   1.19 2.71 .83 
CC2 The cost of transportation (inc. the present price of fuel) to the event was too high .74 .78    
CC1 I could not afford to spend money on tickets or entry .60 .79    
CC4 I could not afford to spend money on a special outfit (inc. hats &/or clothing) .57 .72    
CC5 I had other financial commitments .51 .76    
 Crowd Constraints   1.04 2.37 .79 
AC6 The crowd's size would prevent my ability to watch the event .72 .81    
AC2 I find the crowd's behaviour (i.e. language used or rowdy nature) at specific areas of the event unappealing .64 .79    
AC1 I'd have to battle the traffic and find parking at the event .63 .71    
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related to the impact of time towards event spectatorship, such as work and study 

commitments and a lack of time. Hence, this factor was labelled “time constraints” and 

explained 3.03 per cent of the variance (α: .79). Four items relating to the potential 

monetary expenses of event spectatorship formed the seventh factor. This factor explained 

2.71 per cent of the variance (α: .83), and was named “cost constraints”. The eighth factor 

was labelled “crowd constraints” and explained 2.37 per cent of the variance (α: .79). This 

component contained three items related to the impact of the size and behaviour of the 

crowd on watching the event, and accessing the event venue. 

 

5.4.4.4 Scale Item & Instrument Adjustment Decisions 

The results of the statistical analysis and the respondent feedback from the pilot test were 

then collated. Using this information, the researcher made decisions about which items 

would be retained, removed or re-worded, and which items could be added. Appendix 5-4 

provides an overview of these decisions. In brief, eight items were removed at this stage, 

due to poor statistical performance, respondent feedback and researcher reflection. An 

additional constraint item was also added, which related to family time commitments (“I 

had no time due to commitments to my family”). Fifteen items were re-worded based on the 

collated information. Some of these items were re-worded slightly to make them more 

understandable across literacy levels, while others were shortened in length. Once the item 

adjustment was completed, the final questionnaire was prepared. Appendix 5-5 provides a 

copy of the final questionnaire, along with a covering letter, information sheet and incentive 

prize entry coupon. This survey instrument package was used in this next stage of the scale 

development process.  
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5.5 Stage 3: Scale Validation 

The next stage consisted of scale validation (see third 3-D, shaded, box in Figure 5-1). This 

stage involved subjecting the scaling instrument to a larger representative sample of the 

population. This stage assessed the latent structure of the scales, through exploratory, 

confirmatory and higher-order factor analysis. The construct validity of the items was also 

examined. The method and results from this stage are discussed further in Chapter 6, and 

carried over into Chapter 7. Next, the current chapter is concluded.  

 

5.6 Chapter Summary 

This chapter detailed and justified the stages and techniques that were applied in survey 

instrument development for this study. Three stages of development were detailed. The first 

stage consisted of item generation and selection. The topics covered in this stage included: 

a) construct definition, b) item pool generation through deductive and inductive methods, 

and c) the use of judging panels to assess the translational validity of the selected items. The 

second development stage related to the design of the survey instrument. The design areas 

included: a) scaling formats, b) constructing the instrument, c) pilot testing, and d) a review 

of statistical performance of the scale items. Reference was made to the third development 

stage, which involved the validation of the scaling instrument with a larger population 

sample. Further details on this third stage are discussed in the next chapter.   
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CHAPTER 6 

Phase 3 – Scale Validation 

 

6.1 Introduction  

Chapter 5 focused on the development, piloting and refinement of scales and a self-

administered survey instrument for this study. The next scale development stage, introduced 

in section 5-5, comprised the distribution of the self-administered survey instrument to a 

larger sample of the population. This survey distribution is the focus of the current chapter. 

Data derived from this administration were used in two ways: 1) to assist in initial scale 

validation, as reported in the current chapter, and 2) for use in hypotheses testing and in 

further construct validity assessment, as reported in Chapter 7.  

 

6.2 Method 

This chapter component describes and justifies the methods that were implemented in 

collecting data for this research phase. The main topics discussed in this section include: a) 

sample selection procedures, b) non-response bias considerations, c) survey administration 

procedures, and d) data analysis techniques.  

 

6.2.1 Sample 

The procedures that were implemented in defining and compiling the sampling frame for 

the self-administered postal survey distribution are detailed in this section. A range of 

factors and decisions are discussed and justified, such as the: a) population of interest, 

sample considerations and target population, b) sampling frame, c) sample size, and d) 

sampling method (Jennings, 2001; Neuman, 2006).  
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6.2.1.1 Population of Interest, Sample Considerations and Target Population 

The population of interest for this phase comprised all actual, substitute and non-attendees 

to the 2006 Emirates Melbourne Cup who resided in Australia. Given the extensive size of 

the Australian population and the associated logistical costs of surveying these residents 

(Jennings, 2001), it was decided that the data collection would be conducted using a 

population sample of Australian residents. However, it was anticipated that a population 

sample could possibly result in low numbers of actual attendees. That is, many respondents 

could potentially indicate “distance to the major event” as being a common constraint 

factor, due to the sample being dispersed across Australia and proximity factors to the 

actual major event.  

 

Hence, a target population for the data collection was formed that encompassed all actual, 

substitute and non-attendees to the 2006 event that resided in the Australian state of 

Victoria. The Victoria sub-population was chosen as the proximity to the actual major event 

is far greater for people in the inner and outer fringes of the state, than for other Australian 

state residents. Thus, there could be a possible reduction of distance to the major event 

being a foremost constraint, and perhaps the increased option for these people to attend the 

actual major event.  

 

Moreover, the major event is marked by a public holiday in the inner Melbourne surrounds. 

This observance could perhaps allow residents in the region an increased opportunity to 

attend the actual major event or have a substitute event experience, than for other Australian 

state residents. As such, the target population was selected proportionately from all actual, 

substitute and non-attendees from inner Melbourne, greater Melbourne and regional 

Victoria. The selection of a sampling frame for the identified target population is discussed 

next. 
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6.2.1.2 Sampling Frame 

Due to the nature of special events and the variety and relationship of substitute celebrations 

to the actual event, the recruitment of all attendance types proved to be difficult. For 

instance, the researcher could not be in all places at once to identify and recruit actual, 

substitute and non-attendees to participate in a postal survey. Further, it was virtually 

impossible to compile a list of all attendance types, particularly before the event. As such, 

this phase used a postal address database as a sampling frame.  

 

A variety of avenues were considered in obtaining a mailing list, such as sampling: a) the 

electoral role for Victoria, b) the use of Victorian racecourse mailing list databases, c) client 

and guest lists from various hospitality venues across Victoria, and d) selections from the 

Victorian White Pages (residents address) telephone book. However, these avenues were 

discounted either due to: a) the high expense in obtaining the list, b) the probability of 

attendance status representative-ness, c) logistical problems, d) Australian privacy law and 

ethical considerations, and e) issues associated with the quality and maintenance of “up-to-

date” addresses.  

 

Based on these limitations, the sampling frame for this phase was obtained from a mailing 

list broker. This option was selected as it was: a) relatively cost effective, b) frequently 

updated (every two to three months), c) electronically obtainable, and d) ethically and 

Australian privacy law compliant (The Prospect Shop, 2007). In addition, the option 

provided an increased probability of gaining a random sample of the three attendance 

statuses, as the list was more generic compared to other avenues (The Prospect Shop, 2007).  

 

The purchased list was derived from the Victorian portion of respondents to the generic 

Australian Lifestyle Survey, which is distributed by a sub-division of the Australian postal 
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service (Australia Post, 2007). The nation-wide survey is distributed annually to millions of 

households across Australia, resulting in a database of more than 2.8 million respondents 

(Australia Post, 2007). The Victorian portion of this database in 2006 contained 

approximately 350 000 residents. The list comprises data in relation to lifestyle 

characteristics, demographics, leisure interests and purchase intentions (The Prospect Shop, 

2007). Further, the mailing list broker was confirmed to be a member of the Australian 

Direct Marketing Association (The Prospect Shop, 2007). This association strictly regulates 

the ethical construction and use of purchased mailing lists in Australia (Australian Direct 

Marketing Association, 2007). However, prior to the derivation and purchase of the 

sampling frame, the sample size was determined.  

 

6.2.1.3 Sample Size 

In devising the sample size for quantitative data collection, there is substantial academic 

contest as to what represents an acceptable size for the findings to be statistically valid and 

population generalisable (Flynn & Pearcy, 2001; Hinkin, Tracy & Enz, 1997). Often the 

size of a sample is reflective of the: a) required level of result precision, b) type of proposed 

data analysis, c) ratio of response to items, and d) the available research budget (Hinkin, 

1995; Manigone, 1995; Veal, 1992). For research findings to be precise, confident and 

statistically significant, a number of authors advocate large samples sizes as it is thought 

that the more the sample increases, the more likely the results are to be statistically valid 

(De Vellis, 2003; Hinkin, 1995; Jennings, 2001; Netemeyer et al, 2003; Veal, 1992).  

 

Furthermore, various authors have suggested different sample size guidelines as being 

appropriate based on multivariate statistical techniques, such as factor analysis, SEM and 

MANOVA. For instance, some authors suggest a general sample size minimum for factor 

analysis of 100 or more (Hair et al, 2006), 100 to 200 (Clark & Watson, 1995; Spectator 
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[1992] as cited in Flynn & Pearcy, 2001), and 300 cases (De Vellis, 2003). Meanwhile, 

other authors determine sample size based on the minimum ratio of responses to items. For 

example Nunnally (1967) indicates 1:10, while Hinkin (1995) suggests a ratio from 1:4 and 

1:10. Reisinger and Turner (1999) advocate at least 1:5, with 50 respondents being an 

absolute minimum. Moreover, a larger ratio has been noted for SEM of approximately 1:15 

(Bentler & Chou, 1987; Stevens, 1996), particularly when complex, multi-dimensional 

constructs are being used (Netemeyer et al, 2003). Furthermore, for MANOVA, Coakes & 

Steed (2003) recommend a minimum of five cases per independent variable, with 20 cases 

being ideal. Meanwhile, Garson (2006c) suggests, at a minimum, every cell must have more 

cases than dependent variables. In addition, as De Vellis (2003) notes that when there is a 

low ratio of response items or a small sample size, the correlations or co-variances between 

items can be substantially influenced.  

 

In this phase, the self-administered survey instrument, developed and refined in Chapter 5, 

comprised 83 items. Based on the indicative ratio guidelines, a minimum required number 

of responses ranged from 344 to 1 290 cases. These parameters are also compliant with the 

more general sample size of a minimum of 100 or more cases. However, Israel (1992) 

indicates that it is common in survey research for researchers to increase the sample size by 

10 per cent, to allow for the researcher being unable to make contact with the respondent, 

and to add 30 per cent in compensating for non-response. Hence, based on the upper 

parameter of 1 290 cases, the sample size required for this phase was calculated at 2 000 

cases (rounded up from 1 844.70 cases). This defined sample size was large enough to be 

statistically significant with confidence intervals ranging from + 2.2 to 1.0, based on sample 

result percentages (Jennings, 2001; Veal, 1992). In addition, this sample size was 

acceptable in terms of the available research budget. The next section discusses the 
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sampling method that was used to select the 2 000 potential respondents from the mailing 

list sampling frame.  

 

6.2.1.4 Sampling Method 

Once the sample size was determined, the mailing list broker was instructed to select 2 000 

Victorian residents from the Australian Lifestyle Survey database using a systematic, 

stratified, random sampling technique and strata information (i.e., inner Melbourne, greater 

Melbourne and regional Victorian residences) (Jennings, 2001; Mangione, 1995; Veal, 

1992). The mailing list broker then compiled the stratified sample, through four stages. 

First, the Victorian portion of the mailing list was divided by the strata information, thus 

creating sampling frames for each of the regions. Next, a proportion percentage was 

calculated for each stratum, by dividing the total number of each stratum by the total 

number of respondents on the list. Each strata frame was then numbered and a sampling 

fraction composed using the proportion percentage and the total number of respondents in 

each strata. Respondents were then selected systematically using the sampling fraction and 

the numbered lists. This technique resulted in a sample of 2 000 respondents that was 

proportionately weighted across the Victorian regions (Jennings, 2001). The next chapter 

section considers an important, related sampling issue in survey research of assessing non-

response bias (Manigone, 1995). 

 

6.2.2 Non-Response Bias Considerations 

Non-response bias in survey research occurs when there is a failure to obtain measurement 

or responses from some sample members (Hawkins, 1975). There are two forms of bias: 1) 

item non-response, and 2) total non-response. Item non-response relates to when the survey 

is returned to the researcher with some questions or items incomplete (Fraenkel & Wallen, 

1993; Sax, Gilmartin & Bryant, 2003). This type of non-response in this phase is assessed 
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in section 6.2.4.1. Meanwhile, total non-response occurs when the survey is not returned to 

the research. This type of non-response in this phase is the focus of the current section.  

 

Although best efforts in survey research are made to gain data from a sample that is 

representative of the population, it is probable that not all potential respondents will 

participate (De Vaus, 2002; Dillman, 1978). A variety of factors can influence this 

occurrence, such as potential respondents either: a) declining to participate, b) being unable 

to complete the survey, or c) the instrument not reaching the respondent (Couper, 2000; 

Hawkins, 1975; Israel, 1992; Sax et al, 2003). Non-response has increased in recent years, 

mainly due to the growth in the number of surveys that are administered and the number of 

potential respondents refusing to participate (Chen, 1996; Neuman, 2006). Furthermore, 

research indicates that gender, age, relationship status, education and income levels also 

affect the level of response (Chen, 1996; Manigone, 1995). Hence, if a survey 

administration does not achieve a 100 per cent response rate, it is inevitable that there will 

be some elements of non-response bias in the sample (Chen, 1996).  

 

Non-response bias relates to partiality or error that may be present when the characteristics 

of survey respondents differ from those people who did respond (Chen, 1996; Sax et al, 

2003). The presence of non-response errors can create problems, depending on the amount 

and difference between responders and non-responders (Armstrong & Overton, 1977; 

Dillman, 2007; Manigone, 1995). For instance, the responders may not form a true subset of 

the population, leading to the incorrect reporting of averages and inferences and the under-

reporting of other population members who feel the same as responders (Armstrong & 

Overton, 1977; Manigone, 1995; Neuman, 2006). Commonly, there are three approaches 

that can be implemented to lessen, and assess, the extent of non-response bias, such as: 1) 

the minimisation of the possibility of number of non-responders, 2) the sampling of non-
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respondents, and 3) the estimation of the effects of non-response (Armstrong & Overton, 

1977; Manigone, 1995). These three approaches are addressed next, in relation to assessing 

non-response bias in this research phase.  

 

6.2.2.1 Minimisation of the Level of Non-Respondents 

A number of methods are recommended in minimising the level of non-respondents. For 

instance, these methods can include the use of incentives (e.g., monetary and non-monetary 

rewards) and non-incentives (e.g., postage paid envelopes, personalised letters, 

questionnaire aesthetics, reminders and completion deadlines (Neuman, 2006; Manigone, 

1995). In this phase, five incentives were offered to potential respondents. Those 

respondents who returned a completed survey had the chance to win either one gift card 

worth AUS$50 or one of four gift cards worth AUS$25 each. The gift cards were from an 

Australian-wide petrol station and were redeemable for fuel and all other produces and 

services at the store.  

 

Non-incentive methods in this study included the use of: a) postage paid envelopes, b) 

personalised explanatory cover letters, and c) a completion deadline related to the draw of 

the incentives (Mangione, 1995). Questionnaire aesthetics, confidentiality and anonymity 

assurances were also important non-incentive methods in this study and these have been 

previously discussed in section 5.4.1.3. Reminder letters or postcards were not used in this 

phase due to research budgetary reasons.  

 

6.2.2.2 Sampling of Non-Respondents 

The second approach involves sampling the non-respondents, either through follow-up 

letters and phone calls or the re-distribution of the survey instrument (Manigone, 1995). 

This approach was not viable in the current phase due to: a) associated postal costs, b) the 
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sampling frame not containing potential respondent phone numbers, and c) the purchase of 

the sampling frame being for “one-off use only”. 

 

6.2.2.3 Estimation of Non-Response Bias 

The third approach concerns the estimation of non-response bias through the: a) comparison 

with known values, b) subjective estimations, and c) extrapolation methods (Armstrong & 

Overton, 1977; Manigone, 1995). The comparison with known values involves the 

assessment of the dataset with identified values of the population. In this phase, the results 

of the demographic variables were evaluated with the population demographic 

characteristics from the Victorian portion of the 2006 Australian Census (Australian Bureau 

of Statistics, 2007). The evaluation indicated that the data set was a reasonable subset of the 

population, in terms of gender and age.  

 

Subjective estimation of non-response involves the comparison of respondent to the whole 

population based on an “interest hypothesis” (Armstrong & Overton, 1977; p. 397). That is, 

the more interested the respondents are in the research topic, the more readily response will 

be obtained. However, due to the uncertainty of this method and the lack of clear guidelines 

for generating estimation (Armstrong & Overton, 1977), this method was discounted in this 

phase. 

 

Extrapolation assumes that those subjects who respond late have similar characteristics of 

non-respondents. A common method for this assumption is through the estimation of time 

trends, such as marking those respondents who return the questionnaire close to or just after 

the completion due date (Armstrong & Overton, 1977). However, this method was not used 

in this phase, as it was difficult to ascertain the time of the respondents’ awareness of the 

survey in relation to when the completed questionnaire was returned to the researcher. For 
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instance, issues related to: a) the possible delayed postage to the potential respondent’s 

address, b) the questionnaire being mislaid by the potential respondent, or c) the level of 

importance of the questionnaire in the potential respondent’s daily priorities (Armstrong & 

Overton, 1977).  

 

Although it is not valid to assume that the sample contains no non-response bias, the results 

from the comparison with known values method were deemed to be acceptable in this 

phase. That is, the sample respondents profile was a reasonable representation of the total 

population. The next chapter section details the procedures associated with distributing the 

self-administered survey instrument to the population sample.  

 

6.2.3 Survey Administration Procedures 

Once the sampling frame was compiled by the mailing list broker and received by the 

researcher, one of 2 000 self-administered survey packages were forwarded to each 

potential respondent. These packages were distributed by mail, four days prior to the 2006 

Emirates Melbourne Cup event. Each package comprised: a) a personalised covering letter, 

b) an information sheet, c) questionnaire, d) prize entry form, e) a small prize entry 

envelope, and f) a reply-paid envelope (Dillman, 2007; Lane, 2004).  

 

In line with the Griffith University Human Ethics Committee approval granted for this 

phase, respondents were asked to place the completed prize entry coupon in the small 

envelope provided. This step allowed the respondent’s contact details to be separated from 

the completed questionnaires, ensuring anonymity. Furthermore, informed consent was 

obtained through the use of an information sheet and by way of the respondent returning the 

completed questionnaire to the researcher using the reply-paid envelope.  
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The postal administration resulted in 477 surveys being returned. Of this number, 475 

questionnaires were completed, while two were deemed incomplete and were therefore 

discarded. Furthermore, 20 survey instrument packages were returned to the researcher 

because the potential respondent had left or was unknown at the postal address. The 

remaining 1 503 potential respondents made no reply. Therefore, assuming that 1 980 packs 

arrived at the targeted respondents’ address; the response rate for this administration was 

24.1 per cent12. This response rate is within the common and acceptable percentages for 

mail surveys when no reminder techniques are used, as indicated in Frey (1989) and 

Neuman (2006).  

 

Of the 475 completed surveys that were received, actual attendees completed 15 surveys, 

153 questionnaires were from substitute attendees, and 305 surveys were received from 

non-attendees. Based on this breakdown, it was deemed that the low number of completed 

responses from actual attendees would make statistical comparisons with the other 

attendance statuses potentially difficult. For instance, it is a common requirement when 

using MANOVA to have relatively equal sample cell sizes (Garson, 2006c). Therefore, 

additional data collection was undertaken that particularly targeted Victorian residents who 

were actual attendees to the 2006 Flemington racecourse event. The next section briefly 

details the additional data collection and respondent recruitment strategies used in this 

research phase.  

 

6.2.3.1 Additional Data Collection 

Prior to gathering additional data, three potential collection strategies were considered, 

taking into account research budgetary and time factors. These three strategies consisted of: 

1) a new postal administration and the use of follow-up postcards, 2) an onsite survey 

                                                 
12 Response rate percentage calculation: Total number of surveys received by researcher (477) / Assumed 
total number of received by potential respondents (1 980) x 100.  
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distribution at Victorian racecourses, and 3) the use of an online survey. Appendix 6-1 

provides specific details on each of the collection strategies that were considered.  

 

The selected strategy involved the use of an on-line survey. This data collection strategy 

was selected as the method: a) was relatively inexpensive, b) time efficient, and c) 

maintained the data collection focus on the 2006 Emirates Melbourne Cup. However, it is 

important to note a potential limitation associated with using this strategy. Although some 

authors indicate that there is an increased growth in Internet usage (Dillman, 2007) and high 

response rates for web surveys (Cobanoglu, Warde & Moreo, 2001), others have noted a 

potential respondent bias as not everyone has access to the Internet and email accounts 

(Cobanoglu et al, 2001). Therefore, as the other strategies considered proved to be 

unfeasible due to logistical constraints, this limitation was accepted as a part of this study.  

 

The additional data collection was conducted from March to June 2007. The self-

administrated postal survey and information sheet was converted into Survey Monkey, an 

online survey design and administration program. The online survey respondents were 

offered an incentive for their participation. Respondents were offered the chance to win one 

of five AUS$20 gift cards that were redeemable at an Australian-wide petrol station. 

Further, respondents that wished to enter the prize draw were required to send their name 

and contact details to an email address that had been specifically created for the survey 

administration. This step ensured that the respondent’s contact details were not associated 

with their completed survey responses. The email account was then closed at the end of data 

collection and the contact information was destroyed once the winners of the prizes were 

drawn and contacted.  
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The recruitment of potential respondents was undertaken using a purposive, snowball, 

sampling method. A series of recruitment strategies were implemented in an attempt to 

obtain a diverse range of actual attendees to the 2006 Emirates Melbourne Cup, such as 

Victoria Racing Club members, corporate attendees and general admission participants. The 

recruitment strategies included the use of: a) snowball emails to Victorian residents through 

contacts of the researcher, major horseracing clubs and social racing community bodies, b) 

the distribution of a media release to newspaper outlets in Victoria, and c) the placement of 

an advertisement within the Victoria Racing Club’s monthly newsletter. Appendix 6-2 

provides further details on these recruitment strategies.  

 

The online survey administration resulted in a further 133 useable surveys. These surveys 

comprised 96 responses from actual attendees, 17 surveys from substitute attendees and a 

further 22 replies from non-attendees. The additional responses from actual attendees, 

together with the responses from the initial data collection (n = 15) enabled statistical 

comparisons to the other attendance statuses to be carried out (Garson, 2006c).  

 

The two data sets were then cleaned through the use of SPSS software and were merged. 

Next, an examination was undertaken to ensure that the two samples were from the same 

population. This assessment was completed through a series of one-way ANOVA tests, t-

tests and inspection of Levene’s test of homogeneity. The results indicated that there were 

no overall significant differences between the two samples, in terms of gender and age. 

Therefore, data analysis continued. Next, the data analysis stages for this phase are 

discussed.  

  

6.2.4 Data Analysis 

Data analysis for this phase occurred through seven stages. The analysis was conducted 
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using SPSS and AMOS software. The first analysis stage involved cleaning the data and 

assessing missing values. The next stage concerned data normality assumption testing, 

while the third stage produced descriptive statistics of the sample. The fourth analysis stage 

involved a scale item assessment exercise. The data set was then randomly divided into two 

sub-samples in the fifth analysis stage. One sub-sample was used to derive the factor 

structure in the sixth analysis stage, with the second being used to validate the resultant 

factor structure in the seventh analysis stage. Further details on these seven analysis stages 

are provided next.  

 

6.2.4.1 Stage 1: Data Cleaning and Missing Value Analysis 

After data collection was completed, the data were subjected to the examination of errors, 

including those that may have resulted from data entry. This examination was completed 

using SPSS descriptive statistic function, to ensure that all data entries were in an 

acceptable range for any one item. The amount of missing values was between .2 and 5.7 

per cent, and appeared to be “missing at random” (Hair et al, 2006). To confirm this 

assumption, the data were examined for non-response patterns using the pattern and 

descriptive function in SPSS missing value analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). This 

analysis concluded that the missing values of non-response were in a random pattern, with 

an overall average missing item proportion of .53 per cent. 

 

It should be noted that there are, as yet, no firm guidelines for how much missing data can 

be tolerated for a given sample size (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). For instance, Craig and 

McCann (1978) suggest that between three and eight per cent of items on a questionnaire 

are left blank by respondents, with age, gender and education levels affecting the amount of 

item non-response. The range of item non-response in this phase was within these 

parameters. Moreover, Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) suggest that for larger samples, such 
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as in this phase, the heuristic of concern for missing values is greater than five per cent. 

These statisticians indicate that if less than five percent of the data are missing in a random 

pattern from a large set, the problems are less serious and almost any technique for treating 

missing values will yield similar results (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). This criterion was 

adopted for this study, based on the analysis conducted thus far.   

 

Item non-response can be remedied through two methods: 1) deleting cases or variables, 

and 2) estimating and imputing missing data, such as the use of mean substitution and 

regression-based techniques (Hair et al, 2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). In this phase, 

case and variable deletion methods were not an option, as it would have resulted in the 

removal of too many cases and key variables. Therefore, it was determined that item non-

response would be remedied through an imputation approach. Following Tabachnick and 

Fidell’s (2007) suggestion, that any imputation method applied to a large data set with less 

than five per cent randomly missing values will produce similar results, a “group mean” 

substitution was used. As this study collected data from a range of attendance statuses that 

were thought to have differing motivation, constraints and negotiation levels, this approach 

was deemed to be more appropriate than using a “grand mean” imputation. Once the group 

means were calculated and imputed, the next analysis stage comprised normality 

assumption testing.  

 

6.2.4.2 Stage 2: Normality Assumption Testing 

Data were then examined for normality and the presence of univariate and multivariate 

outliers using: a) Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistic with Lillefors significance correlation, b) 

normality probability plots, c) kurtosis and skewness test values, and d) Mahalanobis 

distance statistic through SPSS. From the analysis, it was concluded that none of the 

variables were normally distributed. A number of data transformations are suggested to 
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correct non-normal distributions, such as square root13 and log14 transformations (Hair et al, 

2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). After applying each of the transformations, the data 

were still found to be non-normal in distribution.  

 

Non-normal data can present a number of implications to data analysis and the soundness of 

the findings. For instance, the inferences made from the analysis can become less powerful 

as the distributions depart from normality, and the underestimation of variance (error) can 

occur (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). However, with larger samples (n > 200 or 300), such as 

in this study, the impact of non-normality on data analysis is decreased (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2007). In addition, statistical approaches are often robust to non-normal distributions 

when the sample size is medium to large (Browne, 1984; Garson, 2006e; Hair et al, 2006; 

Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Furthermore, it is difficult to obtain perfect normality in the 

social sciences (Hughes & Sharrock, 1997; Veal, 1992). These rationales were adopted in 

this study. Once the distribution of the data set was assessed, the next stage involved 

generating sample descriptive statistics. 

 

6.2.4.3 Stage 3: Sample Descriptive Statistics 

Sample characteristics and descriptive statistics were then produced from the data set. This 

analysis provided an overview of each attendance type, in terms of demographics, 

attendance characteristics and event experiences. These results can be seen in section 6.3.1. 

The next stage involved the assessment of the scale items and the preparation of the data set 

for factor analysis.  

 

6.2.4.4 Stage 4: Scale Item Assessment 

As a precursor to factor analysis, the scale item’s performance was assessed. This exercise 

                                                 
13 SPSS Syntax: NEWX=SQRT(K-X); NEWX=SQRT(X) (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007; p. 83). 
14 SPSS Syntax: NEWX=LG10(K-X); NEWX=LG10(X) (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007; p. 83). 
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assisted in the identification of items that were possible candidates for deletion before and 

during factor analysis (De Vellis, 2003; Netemeyer et al, 2003). The exercise comprised the 

same item-based statistics and criteria that were used in assessing the item performance of 

the pilot study data set in section 5.4.3.3. The next analysis stage involved further 

preparation of the data set for factor analysis.  

 

6.2.4.5 Stage 5: Derivation and Validation Sub-Samples 

The next stage involved the creation of two sub-samples from the data set. Various authors 

indicate that if a data set is sufficiently large, such as a minimum of 300 or 500 cases, then 

it is possible to randomly divide the set into two sub-samples (De Vellis, 2003; 

Diamantopoulos, 1994; Holmes-Smith, 2006; Sharma et al, 1981; Reisinger & Turner, 

1999). The first sub-sample serves in item selection and purification, while the second can 

be used to confirm the findings. De Vellis (2003) advocates this technique over the 

collection of a new sample, as the randomly divided sample is more likely to represent the 

sample population, while the new sample may represent a slightly different population. 

Furthermore, De Vellis (2003) suggests the use of these sub-samples could provide 

information about scale stability, as the second sub-sample can confirm the structure and 

reliability of the items selected by the first sub-sample.  

 

In this phase, the data set (n = 608) was divided in half using SPSS filter case and random 

case selection functions. Care was taken to ensure that each sub-sample had a representative 

number of each attendance status. Each attendance status was filtered and a random 

selection of these cases was then taken. The first “derivation” sub-sample (n = 304) was 

used in generating the factor structure through the use of principal axis factoring and 

internal consistency analysis. The second “validation” sub-sample (n = 304) was then used 

to confirm the generated factor structure through confirmatory factor analysis and construct 
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validity methods. The next stage details the techniques that were used in conducting the 

principal axis factoring and internal consistency analysis, using the derivation sub-sample.  

 

6.2.4.6 Stage 6: Principal Axis Factoring and Internal Consistency Analysis 

The derivation sub-sample data set was then placed into exploratory factor analysis through 

SPSS. Principal axis factoring was used as the extraction method and oblique (direct 

oblimin) was used as the rotation method. This analysis identified the naturally occurring 

dimensions from the scale items and assisted in further item trimming. The same 

exploratory factor and internal consistency analysis criteria used in the pilot test for this 

study was applied in this research phase (see section 5.4.3.4).  

 

Referring to Hair’s et al (2006) guidelines for identifying significant factor loadings based 

on sample size, factor loadings of .35 are considered significant in regards to a sample size 

of 250 or more cases. However, as 83 items were involved in the analysis stage and a 

sample size of 304 cases resulted in fewer than five cases per variable, a more conservative 

approach to factor loading significance was used (Hair et al, 2006; Hinkin, 1998). Factor 

loadings of .30 or greater were deemed significant for this research phase. The next analysis 

stage involved subjecting the exploratory factor structure to a confirmatory factor analysis 

method using the validation sub-sample.  

 

6.2.4.7 Confirmatory Factor Analysis  

The confirmatory factor analysis was undertaken using AMOS software. The statistical 

package was selected in this study as it has: a) a user-friendly graphical interface, b) is 

readily available through SPSS, and c) has become increasingly popular due to the ease in 

which the package specifies structural models (Garson, 2006d). Confirmatory factor 

analysis is an often used and recommended technique in the later stages of scale 
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development (Hinkin, 1998; Netemeyer et al, 2003) and as a precursor to SEM (Anderson 

& Gerbing, 1988).  

 

A confirmatory factor model consists of four main components: 1) latent or unobserved 

constructs (the factors), 2) manifest or observed constructs (the measurement items), 3) 

error terms to the manifest constructs, and 4) co-variance or correlation paths between the 

latent constructs (Garson, 2006d). In confirmatory factor analysis, the data is compared with 

a hypothesised model of latent constructs and their measurements. That is, the technique 

essentially seeks a “fit” between the sample data and the population co-variances (Hair et al, 

2006; Ullman, 2007). In this research phase, the analysis assisted in confirming the factor 

structure that was derived from the exploratory factor analysis. That is, the a priori 

relationships between the sets of measurements and their respective factors were further 

confirmed (Garson, 2006d; Netemeyer et al, 2003). The refined and validated confirmatory 

factor model reported at the end of the current chapter then formed the basis of the 

measurement framework of the structural model (research model) examined in Chapter 7.  

 

The confirmatory factor analysis in this phase was undertaken using maximum likelihood 

estimation (MLE) method. MLE is a commonly used method in structural modelling as it 

iteratively produces estimates based on the maximum probability that the observed co-

variances are assumed to be the same as that reflected in the co-efficient estimates (Garson, 

2006d). That is, MLE selects the estimations that have the greatest chance of reproducing 

the observed data (Pampel, 2000). Moreover, MLE is robust to data normality and is more 

precise with larger samples, such as in this study (Reisinger & Turner, 1999). As such, Hair 

et al (2006) suggests a sample size range of 150 to 400 cases when using this method. These 

authors also note that as the sample size increases (i.e., greater than 400 cases), the 

estimation method becomes more sensitive resulting in a decrease in the level of model fit. 
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The validation sub-sample used for the examination of the confirmatory factor structure in 

this research phase consisted of 304 cases. Therefore, the sub-sample size was within the 

recommended range for using MLE.  

 

The analysis also assisted in further testing, and improving, the construct validity of the 

latent variables by detecting and trimming individual items that may have threatened scale 

dimensionality (Hair et al, 2006; Netemeyer et al, 2003). Potential dimensionality threats 

were identified in this study through a range of diagnostics, such as: a) fit indexes, b) 

parameter significance and construct validity calculations, and c) standardised residuals and 

modification indices (Hair et al, 2006; Holmes-Smith, 2006; Netemeyer et al, 2003). Each 

diagnostics is briefly discussed next, including a summary of the heuristics that were used 

in this study. 

 

6.2.4.7.1 Fit Indexes 

There are a number of indicators that assess the “goodness of it” of the hypothesised model 

to the data (Netemeyer et al, 2003). Goodness of fit indexes aim to determine if the model 

should be accepted or rejected, by establishing if the particular paths in a model are 

significant (Garson, 2006d). By convention, a commonly used fit index is a non-significant 

(p > .05) chi-square statistic (χ2). However, research suggests that χ2 is often misleading, as 

it is susceptible to larger sample sizes, multivariate non-normality and model complexity 

(Byrne, 1995; Garson, 2006d; Holmes-Smith, 2006; Hu & Bentler, 1995; Netemeyer et al, 

2003).  

 

As such, the statistic is not an entirely reliable indicator of good model fit and can reject an 

acceptable hypothesised model. Therefore, a number of other indices have been developed 

to assess model fit (Hair et al, 2006; Netemeyer et al, 2003). These additional measures are 
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classified as: a) absolute, b) incremental, and c) parsimony fit indices. This section briefly 

overviews each measure classification, as well as the normed χ2 statistic and a rationale 

behind the selection of the fit indices for this study.  

 

6.2.4.7.1.1 Absolute Fit Indices 

Absolute fit indices assess the overall model fit, without the adjustment for over-fit. This 

classification includes the fit indices of Goodness of Fit (GFI), Adjusted Goodness of Fit 

(AGFI), Root Mean Square Residual (RMR), Standardised Root Mean Square Residual 

(SRMR), and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA).  

 

GFI and AGFI theoretically range from zero to one (Kline, 1998). Values closer to one (> 

.95) are indicative of a better model fit, although values greater than .90 also indicate a 

satisfactory fit (Holmes-Smith, 2006). However, it should be noted that a number of studies 

have specified that these indices are sensitive to sample size, model complexity, model mis-

specification and factor loading size. Thus, these fit indices should not be solely relied on 

when assessing a model, as they may not be a most favourable measure of fit (Hoyle, 1995). 

Furthermore, Hu and Bentler (1999) advocated against the use of GFI and AGFI in 

assessing model fit.  

 

The RMR fit index represents the average residual from a comparison of the variance-co-

variance matrix of the hypothesised model to the data (Byrne, 2001). The SRMR fit index is 

an improvement on the RMR index. This index avoids the interpretation problems of the 

RMR index, which result from the size of the residuals being relative to the size of the 

variance and co-variances (Byrne, 2001). SRMR is not dependent on a normal distribution, 

and therefore has a heightened capability (Hu & Bentler, 1995). RMR and SRMR values 

range from zero to one. Lower values of less than .05 reflect a better model fit (Holmes-
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Smith, 2006; Byrne, 2001) and values below .08 indicative of a good model fit (Hair et al, 

2006; Byrne, 2001). 

 

The RMSEA index has become more widely accepted in recent years, as it is recognised as 

the most informative heuristic in structural modelling (Byrne, 2001). RMSEA tries to 

counteract the inclination for the χ2 to reject a model that has an acceptably large sample 

size. This measure reports the discrepancy of the model to the population matrix and is 

adjusted for the degrees of freedom (Byrne, 2001). RMSEA values of .08 or less are deemed 

acceptable (Browne & Cudeck, 1992) and values over .10 are viewed as unacceptable 

(Netemeyer et al, 2003). Moreover, a value of .06 or less has been indicated as desirable 

(Hu & Bentler, 1999).  

 

6.2.4.7.1.2 Incremental Fit Indices 

Incremental fit indices compare the proposed model with a null model. A null model is 

where the co-variances between and amid the items are assumed to be zero. Common 

incremental fit indices include the Tucker Lewis Index (TLI)15 and the Comparative Fit 

Index (CFI) (Bentler, 1990). The TLI and CFI range from zero to one. TLI can exceed one, 

indicating an exact model fit, and acceptable levels of fit are close to one (> .95) (Hu & 

Bentler, 1998). However, this measure has been criticised for underestimating model fit 

with small samples (Marsh, Hau & Wen, 2004), with values greater than .90 often cited as a 

satisfactory model fit (Netemeyer et al, 2003). CFI is less susceptible to sample size (Kline, 

1998). Acceptable levels of fit for CFI are close to one (> .90), with more recently a value 

of .95 or greater being proposed as ideal (Hu & Bentler, 1999).  

 

 

                                                 
15 In AMOS, the Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) equates to the Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) used in other 
statistical packages, such as LISREL.  
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6.2.4.7.1.3 Parsimony Fit Indices 

Parsimony based indices adjust fit to compare models with differing numbers of estimated 

parameters and determine the improvement of fit of one model over another. Parsimony fit 

indexes include the Akaike Information Criteria (AIC) and the Parsimonious Fit Index 

(PFI). Definitive heuristics for AIC and PFI indexes are rarely offered (Netemeyer et al, 

2003). PFI ranges from zero to one, with higher values preferred (> .95) (Netemeyer et al, 

2003). However, the PFI index is not available in AMOS. Values close to zero are preferred 

for AIC (Netemeyer et al, 2003); with the model that has the smallest AIC value being the 

most parsimonious fitting model (Holmes-Smith, 2006).  

 

6.2.4.7.1.4 Normed χ2 statistic  

The normed or adjusted χ2 index was proposed to overcome some of the concerns of χ2. The 

index has been classed as a measure of absolute model fit and model parsimony (Holmes-

Smith, 2006). The statistic provides an indication of either over or under model fit. Model 

over-fit is typically represented by a value of less than one, while a hypothesised model that 

is not reflective of the data is represented by a value of greater than two (Bollen, 1989) or 

three (Hair et al, 1998). However, a more liberal limit of five has been suggested as 

satisfactory (Reisinger & Turner, 1999).  

 

6.2.4.7.1.5 Fit Index Selection Rationale 

There is on going debate on which fit indices are the best to report. Garson (2006d) suggests 

that a researcher should avoid a “shot-gun” approach of reporting all indices, as this implies 

that the researcher is “fishing” for good fit. Jaccard and Wan (1996) advocates the use of at 

least one index from the three classifications, so as to reflect a diverse fit criterion. 

Moreover, Kline (1998) recommends reporting χ2, GFI, CFI, NNFI, and SRMR.  

Meanwhile, Garson (2006d) provides a fit index list of χ2, AGFI, NNFI, and RMSEA.  



 178 

In this study, the following seven fit indices were used: 1) χ2, 2) normed χ2, 3) CFI, 4) TLI, 

5) RMSEA, 6) SRMR, and 7) AIC. The selection of these fit indices reflects the 

considerations stated in the above sub-sections. Furthermore, this selection is reflective of 

the confirmatory factor and structural equation model fit indices that have been reported in 

the leisure constraint theory literature (e.g., Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; Loucks-Atkinson & 

Mannell, 2007; Son et al, 2008).  

 

6.2.4.7.2 Parameter Significance and Construct Validity Calculations 

The parameter estimates were also used to further evaluate model fit. As a measure of 

convergent validity, items that did not load significantly (p < .001) on the intended factor 

and had critical ratios (t-values) of greater than + 1.96 were deleted. This statistical criterion 

indicates that a particular co-variance is not reproduced well (Holmes-Smith, 2006).  

 

Furthermore, the completely standardises factor loadings were assessed in terms of their 

magnitude. Hair et al (2006) indicates an ideal, yet rigorous, rule for factor loadings to be 

.70 or greater. However, these authors also note that it is not always desirable to have a 

number of loadings at very high levels, as this may be indicative of item redundancy or 

correlated measurement error, which threatens dimensionality (Netemeyer et al, 2003). 

Therefore, a range of completely standardised factor loadings between .50 and .90 appear to 

be more reasonable (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). This loading range was applied in this study. In 

addition, Square Multiple Correlations (SMC) were examined for the observed variables. 

These co-efficients can provide an indicator of which items are candidates for deletion and 

model re-specification (Netemeyer et al, 2003). Items were removed if the SMC were low.  

 

Several related diagnostics are often used to evaluate model fit and validate scaling 

measures, such as: a) composite reliability, b) average variance extracted percentage, c) 
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discriminant validity, d) nomological validity, e) criterion-related (predictive) validity, and 

f) known-group validity. In this research phase, the evaluation of the model’s construct 

validity focuses on the use of composite reliability values, average variance extracted 

percentages and discriminant validity assessment. The appraisal of the nomological, 

predictive and known-group validity of the measures is reported in Chapter 7.  

 

Composite Reliability (CR) is a measure of the scale item internal consistency within a 

model. The threshold for an acceptable CR value has been set in this study at greater than 

.70 (Hair et al, 2006). However, the number of items in the scale must be considered, as 

longer scales result in higher values than shorter scales (Netemeyer et al, 2003). CR was 

calculated in this study using the equation in Appendix 6-3. As another measure of internal 

consistency, the Average Variance Extracted Percentage (AVE) was used. This percentage 

assesses the amount of variance that is captured by a set of items within a construct, relative 

to the measurement error. Hair et al (2006) advocates a level of .50 or greater for this 

measure. This level corresponds to an average completing standardised factor loading of 

.70. However, for newly developed scales, values near this threshold (> .45) are also 

reasonable (Netemeyer et al, 2006). The formula used to calculate the AVE percentage for 

the constructs in the confirmatory factor model for this study is displayed in Appendix 6-3.  

 

Discriminant validity is the extent to which the constructs within a model are different. The 

assessment of this validity in a model is especially crucial when the constructs are inter-

related (Hair et al, 2006; Holmes-Smith, 2006). Although there are several approaches to 

assess the non-convergence between a set of constructs, there are two conservative and 

frequently used techniques (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Hair et al, 2006; Holmes-Smith, 2006; 

Netemeyer et al, 2003). The first is based on the inter-construct correlations (Ф matrix).  

Large correlations of greater than .80 or .90 imply a lack of discriminant validity (Holmes-
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Smith, 2006). In the second technique, discriminant validity is established if the AVE 

percentage for the two constructs is greater than the square of the correlation between the 

two factors (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Hair et al, 2006; Netemeyer et al, 2003). Hence, these 

two techniques were used in this phase, to establish the construct discriminant validity of 

the confirmatory factor model. 

 

6.2.4.7.3 Standardised Residuals and Modification Indices 

The standardised residuals and modifications indices were also examined for items that 

were candidates for deletion and for model re-specification to improve fit (Holmes-Smith, 

2006). Standardised residuals represent the differences between an implied co-variance 

matrix and the observed co-variance matrix that are statistically significant (Netemeyer et 

al, 2003). Thus, reflecting a potential source of misfit (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1996). Hair et 

al (2006) indicates that standardised residuals are considered statistically significant if they 

are greater than + 2.57. This criterion was adopted in this study. 

 

The modification indices consider the statistical significance of an unspecified model path 

relationship (Netemeyer et al, 2003). High indices are an indication of multicollinearity and 

correlated error (Garson, 2006e). These indices represent the approximate reduction in the 

χ2 statistic that would be obtained by estimating the unspecified model path (Hair et al, 

2006). By freeing parameter that has a significant (p < .05) modification index of 3.84 or 

greater through correlating errors terms, the model fit is significantly improved (Netemeyer 

et al, 2003). However, this study refrained from the correlation of measurement errors 

terms, unless theoretically justified, as it was thought that this activity would result in trying 

to “force” a good model fit (Holmes-Smith, 2006).  
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In addition, Holmes-Smith (2006) offers three model re-specification rules, which were 

adopted in this phase. First, the estimated parameters should reflect a strong rationale based 

on theoretical properties, prior research considerations and common sense. Second, a 

combination of model mis-specification indicators should be used to re-specify the model. 

These mis-specification indicators include: a) standardised residuals, b) modification 

indices, c) standardised factor loadings, d) SMC estimates, and e) construct validity 

measures. The third rule relates to the number of re-specifications that should be made to 

the hypothesised relationships. Holmes-Smith (2006) advocates three to four changes that 

have been made cautiously to ensure “meaningfulness”. These heuristics were applied this 

research phase. As a point of summary, Table 6-1 provides the criteria that were used in 

conducting and evaluating the confirmatory factor analysis on the factor structure in this 

phase, based on the discussion above. In sum, this section has detailed the techniques and 

heuristics that were used in the analysis of the third research phase. The next section 

provides the results of the data analysis.  

 

6.3 Results 

This section provides a sample profile and the results of the exploratory and confirmatory 

factor analysis for this research phase. 

 

6.3.1 Sample Profile 

After the data were entered into SPSS, cleaned, missing values and normality assessed, 

descriptive statistics were generated. This section provides these results as an overview of 

the total sample, and the individual attendance statuses. 
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Table 6-1 Confirmatory factor model evaluation and re-specification criteria†  
 

Fit Indexes (Model Fit Evaluation Source) 

Name Abbreviation Type Acceptance Level 
 
Chi Square 
 

χ2 (df, p) Model Fit Non-significant χ2 (p > .05) 

Standardised Root 

Mean Square Residual 

 

SRMR 
 
 

Absolute Fit 
 
 

< .05 good model fit 
< .08 satisfactory model fit 
 

Root Mean Square Error 
of Approximation 
 

RMSEA 
 
 

Absolute Fit 
 
 

< .06 desirable 
< .08 acceptable model fit 
 

Comparative Fit Index 
 
 

CFI 
 
 

Incremental Fit 
 
 

> .95 good model 
> .90 satisfactory model fit 
 

Tucker Lewis Index 
 
 
 

TLI 
 
 
 

Incremental Fit 
 
 
 

> 1.00 exact model fit; 
> .95 good model fit; 
> .90 satisfactory model fit 
 

Akaike Information 
Criteria 
 
 

AIC 
 
 
 

Parsimonious Fit 
 
 
 

Close to 1.00 
Smallest values = most 
parsimonious fitting model 
 

Normed Chi-Square 
 

χ2 / df 
 

Absolute Fit and 
Parsimonious Fit 

 

1.0< χ2 / df < 2.0 or 3.0 good fit 
< 5.0 acceptable 
 

 Parameter Significance and Construct Validity  (Model Evaluation and Re-specification             
                                                                                  Source) 

Name Abbreviation Type Acceptance Level 

Critical Ratios 
 

t-values 
 

Convergent Validity 
 

 
> + 1.96 candidates for 
deletion 
 

Factor Loadings 
 
 

- 
 
 

Convergent Validity 
 
 

Between .50 or .60 and .90 
Significant (p < .001) 
 

Squared Multiple 
Correlations  
 
 

SMC 
 
 
 

Convergent Validity 
 
 
 

Parameters with low 
values are candidates for 
deletion 
 

Composite Reliability 
 

CR 
 

Convergent Validity 
 

> .70 
 

Average Variance 
Extracted Percentage 
 
 

AVE 
 
 
 

Convergent Validity 
 
 
 

> .50 
> .45 acceptable for new 
scales 
 

Discriminant Validity 
 
 
 

- 
 
 
 

Discriminant Validity 
 
 
 

Correlations < .80 or .90 
AVE > squared inter-
construct correlations 
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Table 6-1 Continued. 
 

Standardised Residuals and Modification Indices (Model Re-specification Source) 

Name Abbreviation Type Acceptance Level 

Standardised Residuals 
 
 

- 
 

Mis-specification 
indicator 

 

 
> + 2.57 (p < .05) candidates 
for deletion/model re-
specification. 
 

Modification indices 
 
 
 

- 
 
 
 

Mis-specification 
indicator 

 
 

> + 3.84 (p < .05) candidates 
for deletion/model re-
specification. 
 

Model Re-specification Heuristics 

 
1. Parameter estimates should have strong rationale based on theoretical properties, previous 

research and logic. 
2. A combination of standardised residuals, modification indices, CR values, standardised 

factor loadings, SMC and construct validity measures should be used to re-specify the 
model. 

3. A small number of re-specifications should be made to the hypothesised model (3 to 4 
changes), and the re-specifications should be made cautiously, ensuring that the changes 
are meaningful. 

 
 

† Source: Table contents adapted for this study from Netemeyer et al (2003); Holmes-Smith (2006); 
Hu and Bentler (1995); Byrne (1995); Garson (2006d); Hair et al (2006); Browne and Cudeck 
(1992); Bollen (1989); Reisinger and Turner (1999); Bagozzi and Yi (1988); Fornell and Larcker 
(1981), as discussed in section 6.2.4.7. 

 
  

 

 6.3.1.1 Sample Attendance Type Breakdown 

The first step in providing a respondent profile involved determining attendance status. 

Through a series of survey questions, three attendance statuses were derived from the data 

set. Table 6-2 provides these results. The sample comprised 18.2 per cent (n = 111) who 

were actual attendees, 28 per cent (n = 170) who were substitute attendees and 53.8 per cent 

(n = 327) who were classed as non-attendees.  
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Table 6-2 Attendance status breakdown† 
 

Attendance Status n % 

Actual attendees 111 18.2 

Substitute attendees  170 28.0 

Non-attendees 327 53.8 

Total 608 100.0 

 
† Source: Analysis of survey data for Questions 1a and 1b using the total sample 
(n = 608).  

 
 
 
 
6.3.1.2 Sample Demographics & Characteristics 

Next, sample demographics and characteristic statistics were produced for the total sample, 

as well as the individual attendance statuses. The remainder of this section reports these 

results. However, the reader is also directed to Appendix 6-4, which contains the statistical 

tables from this analysis. 

 

6.3.1.2.1 Total Sample Profile (n = 608) 

Collectively, the respondents were slightly more likely to be female (57%), aged 31 to 45 

years (33.8%; Xage 40.1 years; range 18-85 years), in a ‘couple’ type relationship (72.5%) 

and were mainly educated to either year 11/12 (25%), certificate/diploma (21.5%) or 

university degree level (21.8%). The sample predominately originated from greater 

Melbourne (60.1%) locations. Furthermore, the majority of respondents were in either full-

time (45.5%) or part-time (14.7%) employment and earned between AUS$50,001 to 

AUS$100,000 (26.8%, with 16.6% preferring not to indicate an income bracket). Most 

respondents had dependent children living at home with them (56.1%). Fifty-three per cent 

of respondents only gambled on horseracing on Emirates Melbourne Cup Day, while 47 per 

cent placed bets on other horseracing throughout the year. Of those respondents who were 

more frequent in their gambling, 35.4 per cent considered themselves to be gamblers. 
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Meanwhile, 90.8 per cent of the respondents were not members of the Victoria Racing 

Club, who host the event.  

 

Repeat attendance was a relatively high factor for actual attendees and substitute attendees. 

Fifty-seven per cent of these respondents attended the same venue for the 2005 event. Those 

respondents who did not attend the same venue, predominately attended home (51.5%) and 

workplace celebrations (11.7%), followed by activities at friend’s homes, pubs or taverns, 

and the actual event (all 6.8%). Five point eight per cent did not celebrate the 2005 event. 

Moreover, 73 per cent of these respondents were satisfied to very satisfied with the 

celebration venue that they had attended. Over eighty eight per cent were likely to very 

likely to attend the same venue for the 2007 Emirates Melbourne Cup Day.  

 

6.3.1.2.2 Actual Attendees (n = 111) 

The majority of these respondents were females (57.3%) aged between 21 to 60 years 

(88.2%; Xage 42.3 years; range 18-75 years) and were couples (68.8%). Moreover, the 

respondents were mainly of a university (33.3 per cent) or postgraduate (31.2%) education 

level, with 17.2 per cent having completed year 11/12. These respondents were mainly 

employed on a full-time basis (64.5%). Majority of the respondents were in the income 

bracket range of AUS$70,001 to over AUS$150,000 (53%, with 26.1% preferring not to 

indicate income level). Furthermore, these respondents mainly resided in the greater 

Melbourne (53.3%). These respondents mainly did not have dependent children living at 

home with them (54.3%). Not surprisingly, of the 12.8 per cent of the total sample that were 

members of the Victoria Racing Club, 58.1 per cent were actual attendees. Equally, 86 per 

cent of respondents placed horseracing bets outside of the Emirates Melbourne Cup Day, 

with 47.5 per cent considering themselves to be gamblers. These actual attendees mainly 

attended the member’s area of the Flemington racecourse (43.2%), followed by the general 
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admission areas (20.7%) along the racecourse. The racecourse car park area was also a 

popular choice (10.8%). Ten per cent attended the 2006 event at Flemington racecourse for 

work-related activities, such as to entertain clients or to be guests of clients and companies. 

Just over 70 per cent were very satisfied with the Flemington event experience, and 92.7 per 

cent were likely to attend the actual event in 2007.  

 

6.3.1.2.3 Substitute Attendees (n = 170) 

The majority of substitute event venue attendees celebrated the 2006 Emirates Melbourne 

Cup either at home (31.1%), or at a friend’s home (28.7%). Pubs or taverns (10.2%), 

workplaces (9.6%), sporting clubs (6.6%), hotels or resorts (6%) and non-sporting clubs 

(4.8%) were also fashionable. However, only 8.7 per cent attended the celebration at these 

venues for work-related reasons.  

 

Respondents in this attendance group were mainly female (61.3%), aged between 21 to 45 

years (62.9%; Xage 39.6 years, range: 18 to 85 years) and in a ‘couple’ relationship (78%). 

These attendees were mainly of a year 11/12 (28%), certificate/diploma (23.8%), or 

university (21.4%) education level. The majority either worked in full-time, part-time or 

causal employment. In addition, the group had income levels of AUS$30,000 or less 

(20.6%) or within the AUS$50,001 to AUS$150,000 bracket (38.9% with 10.6% preferring 

not to say). Furthermore, substitute attendees mainly resided within greater Melbourne 

(57.7%) boundaries. Majority of these respondents had children to look after (57.7%). Fifty-

four point eight per cent only gambled on the Emirates Melbourne Cup day races. Those 

who did bet on other races throughout the year (45.2%), only 27.6 per cent considered held 

a self-perception that of a gambler. Just of ninety per cent of these respondents were not 

members of the Victoria Racing Club. Moreover, 66.7 per cent were satisfied to very 
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satisfied with the celebration venue. However, 27.2 per cent were unsure. Approximately 85 

per cent were likely to attend the same venue in 2007.  

 

6.3.1.2.4 Non-Attendees (n = 327)  

The non-attendance group consisted mainly of female respondents (54.8%) with an average 

age of 39.7 years (range: 18-79 years). The highest level of completed education for these 

respondents was to mainly year 11/12 (25.8%), certificate/diploma (22.7%), or university 

level (18.7%). Respondents were mainly in either full-time or part-time employment 

(40.6% and 16.6% respectively) with 16.0 per cent not employed. These non-attendees had 

a combined income of AUS$40,000 or less (38.2%) or between AUS$50,001 and 

AUS$100,000 (26.6%, with 16.5% preferring not to indicated income level). The group 

mainly lived in the greater Melbourne suburbs (64.7%) or from regional Victoria (22.4%). 

Furthermore, these respondents were less likely to place bets or wagers on other race days 

during the year (63.2%), and none of the respondents were members of the Victoria Racing 

Club. Only 32.2 per cent perceived themselves to be gamblers.  

 

6.3.2 Principal Axis Factoring and Internal Consistency Results 

This section provides the results of the exploratory factor analysis using the derivation sub-

sample (n = 304). However, prior to exploratory factor analysis, the scale item performance 

was assessed through inspecting the item-based statistics (i.e., item means and variances, 

corrected item-to-total correlations, and average inter-item correlations). Six items were 

removed at this stage due to poor performance16. Appendix 6-5 provides a summary of the 

item-based statistics and removal decisions.  

 
                                                 
16 The six items that were removed at this stage included: 1) “I feel that I am too old”, 2) “I felt obliged to 
attend due to pressures of my partner, peers or work colleagues”, 3) “I used my childminder or babysitter 
to make free time”, 4) “I went with people of my own age to make me feel more at ease at the event”, 5) 
“I went with people of my own gender to make me feel more comfortable at the event” and 6) “I went 
with a mix of male and female peers to make me feel more secure in the event crowd”. 
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Next, the remaining 75 items from the motivation, constraint, negotiation, and substitution 

outcome scales were placed into principal axis factoring analysis. The oblique rotation was 

retained as the factor correlation matrix provided correlations between the factors that 

exceeded .32 (Hair et al, 2006). Furthermore, each item correlated at .30 or greater with at 

least one other variable (Hair et al, 2006). Thereby, the application of factor analysis was 

justified. The pattern matrix was then iteratively examined for items that showed complex 

or inadequate factor loadings. In conjunction, the item communalities were inspected to 

determine the variable variance proportion explained by each of the items (Hinkin, 1998). 

Amongst the items that were removed at this stage, the social relationship constraint items 

(except for “my responsibilities to my family or partner kept me from going”) all performed 

poorly in the analysis. These items were removed as they either: a) failed to load at the 

designated .30 cut-off point, b) cross-loaded with other factors, or c) displayed low 

communalities of .29 (29% of the variance).  

 

Principal axis factoring analysis with oblique (direct oblimin) rotation identified 10 factors 

with eigenvalues greater than one, which together explained 68.41 per cent of the variance. 

Examination of the scree plot further indicated that a 10-factor solution was the most 

appropriate. The KMO test value of .90 suggested that there were acceptable inter-

correlations present in the data. Sampling adequacy was also assessed for each variable with 

the MSA scores on the anti-image correlation matrix ranging from .80 to .95. Bartlett’s test 

of sphericity was significant (p < .05), indicating the presence of appropriate patterns of 

correlations with a χ2 value of 11899.082 with 1378 degrees of freedom. These statistics 

support factorisation.  

 

The internal consistency of the factors was then calculated using Cronbach’s alpha (α). The 

co-efficients for the factors ranged from .73 to .94 which was within the recommended 
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criteria of .70 or greater (Churchill, 1979; Hinkin, 1998; Netemeyer et al, 2003). 

Furthermore, the corrected item-to-total correlations were also inspected and all items were 

greater than .50 (De Vellis, 2003). Following the identification of the final factor solution 

and the examination of the internal consistency results, the items within each factor were 

reviewed and the factors were named. Table 6-3 provides the results of the principal axis 

factoring and internal consistency analysis.  

 

The resultant factor solution comprised 53 items, across 10 factors. The first factor 

consisted of the five items from Mittal’s (1995) involvement scale, and was therefore 

labelled “enduring decision involvement”. The factor explained 25.51 per cent of the total 

variance (α: .94). The second factor, with seven items, was labelled “prior knowledge and 

time management negotiation”. This factor contained several items that reflected 

negotiation tactics that could be applied based on the individuals’ prior knowledge of the 

event or other major events, either through personal or second-hand experiences. The factor 

also contained a number of items that related to the organisation and planning of time in 

entering and exiting the venue to avoid or lessen the impact of the crowd at the event venue. 

This factor explained 15.6 per cent of the total variance (α: .88). 

 

The third factor entailed four constraint items that related to the perception of cost, and was 

therefore labelled “cost constraints”. The factor included the items that related to the 

expense associated with admission to the event, the purchase of hats and clothing, and 

transportation costs. The factor also included a more general expense constraint, evident 

within the item of “I had other financial commitments”. This factor explained 5.66 per cent 

of the total variance (α: .83). The fourth factor contained the five items that were designed 

to measure the substitution outcome construct in the research model. Hence, the factor was 

labelled “substitution outcome” and explained 4.68 per cent of the variance (α: .89).
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Table 6-3  Principal axis factoring and internal consistency analysis of the derivation sub-sample†٭ 
 

Label Factor Names and Items  Load.a Comm.b Eigen.c %Var. Exp.d α 

 Enduring Decision Involvement    13.52 25.51 .94 
EDI3 Means a lot to me / means nothing to me. .85 .93    
EDI1 Is significant / is insignificant. .85 .89    
EDI2 Matters to me / Doesn’t matter to me. .82 .93    
EDI4 Is important / is unimportant. .81 .88    
EDI5 Is of concern to me / is of no concern to me R. .43 .44    

 Prior Knowledge and Time Management Negotiation    8.26 15.60 .88 
TMN7 I tried to leave the venue early so that I could avoid the crowd. .86 .79    
TMN8 I cut short the time I spent at the event. .83 .74    
PKN5 I applied the things that I have learned from listening to other people’s experiences with other major events. .63 .73    
TMN5 I arrived early so that I could avoid the crowd. .54 .60    
PKN4 I applied the things that I have learned from listening to other people’s experiences with EMCe celebrations. .49 .73    
FSN7 I sought free or discounted entry to the event.  .45 .60    
PKN3 I applied the things that I have learned from attending previous EMCe celebrations.  .40 .70    

 Cost Constraints   2.99 5.66 .83 
CC1 I could not afford to spend money on tickets or entry. .89 .68    
CC4 I could not afford to spend money on a special outfit or hat. .77 .67    
CC5 I had other financial commitments. .51 .59    
CC2 The cost of transportation to the event was too high.  .36 .58    

 
† Source: Analysis of survey data, using derivation sub-sample (n = 304).  
 .Note: Extraction: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalisation. Rotation converged in 15 iterations. a Factor loadings. b Communalities. c Eigenvalues ٭
d Percentage of Variance Explained. e Emirates Melbourne Cup.  R Reversed coded. 
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Table 6-3 Continued.  

 
Label Factor Names and Items  Load.a Comm.b Eigen.c %Var. Exp.d α 
 Substitution Outcome    2.58 4.86 .89 
SO3 I attended an alternative venue so that I could experience similar outcomes of the actual event. -.90 .75    
SO1 I found an alternative venue, which provided me with benefits to the actual event.  -.83 .74    
SO2 I sought a venue that was cheaper than the actual event. -.80 .69    
SO5 I found an alternative venue that was close to my home. -.76 .66    
SO4 I substituted a preferred event venue for a more convenient one.  -.53 .52    
 Resource Sacrifice Negotiation   2.03 3.83 .89 
FSN1 I made sacrifices in other areas of my spending so that I could attend the event.  .85 .78    
FSN2 I used my credit card so that I could attend the event. .70 .58    
TMN1 I worked hard so that I could have more time at the event. .67 .68    
TMN2 I asked my family and/or partner to share in the daily chores so that I could attend the event. .62 .58    
FSN4 I saved money so that I could attend the event. .57 .73    
ANC4 I changed my plans and attended the event, so that someone close to me could go. .52 .61    
SRN3 I arranged rides or transport with others.  .50 .59    
SRN1 I organised members of my social group so that they could attend the event with me. .48 .63    
TMN4 I prioritised what I did and made attending the event a priority.  .42 .63    
 Strength of Motivation   1.62 3.05 .94 
SOM5 I feel that spending time at the celebration is more worthwhile than spending time for other leisure activities .83 .73    
SOM4 I feel that attendance to the celebration is vitally important to me. .79 .81    
SOM2 Even when attendance is inconvenient I still try to attend.  .74 .83    
SOM1 I regret when I am unable to attend the celebration.  .74 .77    
SOM3 I am really interested in attending the celebration.  .73 .81    
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Table 6-3 Continued.  

 
Label Factor Names and Items  Load.a Comm.b Eigen.c %Var. Exp.d α 
 Crowd Constraints   1.56 2.93 .80 
AC6 The crowd’s size would prevent my ability to watch the event. .68 .64    
AC2 I find the crowd’s behaviour at specific areas of the event unappealing. .65 .54    
AC4 I’d rather not be caught up in the crowd all day. .57 .60    
AC1 I’d have to battle the traffic and find parking at the event. .53 .56    
 Psychological Event Constraints   1.34 2.53 .87 
PC4 I am not interested in horseracing. -.63 .74    
PC1 I am not interested in the event. -.56 .76    
PC9 I don’t like to be associated with gambling. -.55 .64    
PC6 I refused to be part of a nation that stops for a horserace. -.53 .53    
TC2 I had more important things to do.  -.41 .64    
 Psychological Constraints   1.20 2.26 .76 
PC11 I don’t feel confident in social situations. -.72 .58    
PC13 My own health problems made it difficult to attend. -.56 .47    
PC12 I had too much stress in my day-to-day life. -.56 .59    
PC7 I loose my patience easily in social situations. -.43 .53    
 Social Relationship Time Constraints    1.16 2.18 .73 
TC4 I don’t have enough time.  .58 .64    
TC7 I had no time due to commitments to my family. .57 .51    
SRC5 My responsibilities to my family or partner kept me from going. .54 .44    
TC1 I had no time due to commitments to work. .48 .44    
TC3 I had no time due to commitments to studies.  .37 .38    
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The fifth factor comprised nine items and was labelled “resource sacrifice negotiation” as it 

contained elements that related to sacrifice and organisation tactics that could be 

undertaken, so that the likelihood event spectatorship could be increased. The strategies 

included financial, social relationship co-ordination, time management and activity 

comprise type tactics. This fifth factor explained 3.83 per cent of the variance (α: .89). The 

sixth factor consisted the five items from the strength of motivation scale, and was therefore 

named “strength of motivation”. This factor explained 3.05 per cent of the variance (α: .94).  

 

The seventh factor was labelled “crowd constraints”, as the four items contained in this 

factor reflected the obstacles or perceptions of crowding factors at the event. The factor 

explained 2.93 per cent of the total variance (α: .80). The items in this factor related to the 

size or volume of the crowd and the crowd’s behaviour at the event. The eighth factor, with 

five items, was labelled “psychological event constraints”. The items in this factor reflected 

individuals’ personal perceptions and interest levels of the event, which would restrict or 

prevent attendance at the event. The factor explained 2.53 per cent of the variance (α: .87).  

 

The ninth factor contained four items that related to internal obstacles, which were not 

necessarily event specific. That is, individuals on a daily basis could encounter them. For 

instance, these constraint items included respondents’ daily stress, patience and self-

confidence levels, and personal health factors. This factor was labelled “psychological 

constraints” and explained 2.26 per cent of the variance (α: .76). The final factor, “social 

relationship time constraints”, reflected obstacles associated with time and the impact of 

other people on the respondents’ time, such as the responsibilities and commitments to 

family members and partners. The factor contained five items and explained 2.18 per cent 

of the total variance (α: .73).   
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6.3.2.1 Scale Stability: Factor Structure Comparison to Pilot Study Results 

The factor structure was then briefly compared with the exploratory factor and reliability 

results of the pilot study data in section 5.4.4.3. Although the pilot study data was derived 

from a small, conveniently selected sample and the current solution produced more factors; 

the comparison does provide some evidence of scale stability. For instance, the “strength of 

motivation”, “psychological event constraints”, “substitution outcome”, and “cost 

constraints” factors in this analysis contained the same items as the pilot study structure. 

 

The “enduring decision involvement” and “crowd constraints” factor also contained the 

same items as the pilot study solution. However in the current solution, an additional item 

was derived for each of these factors (“Is of concern to me / is of no concern to me” and 

“I’d rather not be caught up in the crowd all day”, respectively). Furthermore, the “social 

relationship time constraint” factor contained the same three items as the “time constraint” 

factor from the pilot study analysis and two additional items that reflected social 

relationship constraints (“I had no time due to commitments to my family” and “my 

responsibilities to my family or partner kept me from going”).  

 

The “negotiation” factor identified in the pilot study analysis essentially split into two 

factors in the current solution: 1) “resource sacrifice negotiation”, and 2) “prior knowledge 

and time management”. These two factors contained, roughly, the same items as the 

“negotiation” factor. Finally, “psychological constraints” was a new factor that was 

produced from the current analysis. The next section reports the results of the confirmatory 

factor analysis for this phase.  

 

6.3.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results 

The factor structure derived from the exploratory factor analysis was then subjected to 
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confirmatory factor analysis with MLE in AMOS. This analysis assisted in verifying and 

refining the exploratory factor structure and constructs (Garson, 2006d; Netemeyer et al, 

2003) through using the validation sub-sample (n = 304) (De Vellis, 2003).  

 

6.3.3.1 Initial Confirmatory Model Fit Indices, Loading and Construct Validity 

The initial confirmatory factor model comprised 10 latent constructs with 53 manifest 

variables. All paths between the latent constructs were permitted to co-vary. Table 6-4 

displays the fit indices from this initial factor model, while Table 6-5 reports the factor 

loadings, average variance extracted percentages and composite reliability scores for each 

of the model’s constructs.  

 

The fit indices in the initial model indicated that improvement could be made to make a 

more desirable fit (RMSEA: .07, SRMR: .08, CFI: .84, TLI: .83, AIC: 3322.14, χ2 / df 

statistic: 2.36, χ2 [1280, p < .05]). All factor loadings were significant (p < .001). Combined, 

the size of the factor loadings (M: .75, range: .47 to .99), AVE percentages (the majority 

50% or greater) and CR scores (all greater than .70) lend some evidence to convergent 

validity. However, improvement to the model could be made. For instance, the social 

relationship time constraint factor contained unacceptable factor loadings (< .50) and an 

extremely low AVE percentage (35%). 

 

Table 6-4 Initial confirmatory model fit indices † 
 

χ2 χ2  / df df p RMSEA CFI TLI AIC SRMR 

3020.14 2.36 1280 .000 .07 .85 .84 3322.14 .08 

 
† Source: Confirmatory factor analysis of survey data, using MLE and the validation sub-sample 

(n = 304). 
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Table 6-5  Initial confirmatory model factor loadings †٭ 
 

Label Factor Names and Items Load.a AVEb CRc 
 Enduring Decision Involvement M: 4.69 (SD: 1.91)  80% .95 
EDI2 Matters to me / Doesn’t matter to me. .99   
EDI3 Means a lot to me / means nothing to me. .98   
EDI1 Is significant / is insignificant. .94   
EDI4 Is important / is unimportant. .92   
EDI5 Is of concern to me / is of no concern to me.R. .59   
 Strength of Motivation M: 2.70 (SD: 1.65)  70% .92 
SOM2 Even when attendance is inconvenient I still try to attend.  .89   
SOM4 I feel that attendance to the celebration is vitally important to me. .87   
SOM1 I regret when I am unable to attend the celebration.  .84   
SOM3 I am really interested in attending the celebration.  .82   

SOM5 I feel that spending time at the celebration is more worthwhile 
than spending time for other leisure activities .78   

 Psychological Event Constraints M: 3.06 (SD: 1.62)  54% .85 
PC1 I am not interested in the event. .88   
PC4 I am not interested in horseracing. .82   
TC3 I had more important things to do.  .68   
PC6 I refused to be part of a nation that stops for a horserace. .63   
PC9 I don’t like to be associated with gambling. .62   
 Psychological Constraints M: 2.15 (SD: 1.24)  50% .80 
PC11 I don’t feel confident in social situations. .80   
PC12 I had too much stress in my day-to-day life. .69   
PC13 My own health problems made it difficult to attend. .67   
PC7 I loose my patience easily in social situations. .66   
 Social Relationship Time Constraints M: 2.74 (SD: 1.35)  35% .72 
TC5 I don’t have enough time.  .75   
SRC5 My responsibilities to my family or partner kept me from going. .61   
TC2 I had no time due to commitments to my family. .60   
TC4 I had no time due to commitments to studies.  .49   
TC1 I had no time due to commitments to work. .47   
 Cost Constraints M: 3.23 (SD: 1.63)  54% .82 
CC1 I could not afford to spend money on tickets or entry. .84   
CC4 I could not afford to spend money on a special outfit or hat. .73   
CC5 I had other financial commitments. .69   
CC2 The cost of transportation to the event was too high.  .67   

 
† Source: Confirmatory factor analysis of survey data, using MLE and the validation sub-sample (n = 
304). 
 Note: All loadings significant (p < .001). a Based on completely standardised factor loadings from ٭
AMOS Version 6. bThe average variance extracted percentage was computed as an indicator of 
convergent validity (see Appendix 6-3).c Composite reliability was computed for each factor as an 
indicator of convergent validity (see Appendix 6-3).d Emirates Melbourne Cup. 

 
 
 
 



 197

Table 6-5 Continued.  
 
 

Label Factor Names and Items Load.a AVEb CRc 
 Crowd Constraint M: 3.67 (SD: 1.65)  51% .80 
AC4 I’d rather not be caught up in the crowd all day. .83   
AC6 The crowd’s size would prevent my ability to watch the event. .74   
AC2 I find the crowd’s behaviour at specific areas of the event 

unappealing. .63   

AC1 I’d have to battle the traffic and find parking at the event. .63   

 Prior Knowledge & Time Management Negotiation M: 2.65 (SD: 
1.44)  57% .90 

PKN4 I applied the things that I have learned from listening to other 
people’s experiences with EMCd celebrations. .88   

PKN5 I applied the things that I have learned from listening to other 
people’s experiences with other major events.  .83   

FSN7 I sought free or discounted entry to the event.  .76   
TMN7 I tried to leave the venue early so that I could avoid the crowd. .71   
TMN8 I cut short the time I spent at the event. .70   
PKN3 I applied the things that I have learned from attending previous 

EMCd celebrations.  .70   

TMN5 I arrived early so that I could avoid the crowd.  .68   
 Resource Sacrifice Negotiation M: 2.44 (SD: 1.35)  56% .93 
FSN1 I made sacrifices in other areas of my spending so that I could attend 

the event.  .83   

TMN2 I asked my family and/or partner to share in the daily chores so that 
I could attend the event. .82   

FSN2 I used my credit card so that I could attend the event. .77   
TMN1 I worked hard so that I could have more time at the event. .77   
ACN4 I changed my plans and attended the event, so that someone close to 

me could go. .75   

SRN1 I organised members of my social group so that they could attend 
the event with me. .73   

SRN3 I arranged rides or transport with others.  .72   
FSN4 I saved money so that I could attend the event. .71   
TMN4 I prioritised what I did and made attending the event a priority.  .64   
 Substitution Outcome M: 2.70 (SD: 1.74)  71% .93 
SO3 I attended an alternative venue so that I could experience similar 

outcomes of the actual event. .90   

SO5 I found an alternative venue that was close to my home. .86   
SO1 I found an alternative venue, which provided me with benefits to the 

actual event.  .85   

SO2 I sought a venue that was cheaper than the actual event. .84   
SO4 I substituted a preferred event venue for a more convenient one.  .80   
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Discriminant validity of the model was then assessed using the inter-construct correlations, 

as reported in Table 6-6. The inter-correlations were less than .80. Furthermore, the AVE 

score between any two constructs was greater than the squared multiple correlation between 

the two factors. Both these results provide evidence of construct discriminant validity. The 

output was then examined to determine if a better fit of the data to the hypothesised model 

was possible. The critical ratios (t-values), standardised residuals, modification indices and 

SMC values for each item were inspected. The model was then re-specified based on this 

information and theoretical rationales. 

 

 

Table 6-6 Initial Confirmatory model Ф matrix†٭ 

  EDI SOM PC PEC SRTC CC CRC RSN PKN SO 
 AVEa .80 .70 .50 .54 .35 .54 .51 .56 .57 .71 

EDI .80 1.00 .55 .07 .53 .18 .14 .10 .08 .03 .00 
SOM .70 .74** 1.00 .03 .38 .10 .09 .10 .18 .10 .01 
PC .50 -.27** -.17* 1.00 .21 .41 .41 .36 .06 .07 .09 

PEC .54 -.73** -.62** .46** 1.00 .32 .18 .15 .04 .03 .00 
SRTC .35 -.42** -.31** .64** .57** 1.00 .36 .13 .02 .04 .06 

CC .54 -.37** -.30** .64** .42** .60** 1.00 .28 .03 .05 .10 
CRC .51 -.31** -.32** .60** .39** .36** .53** 1.00 .01 .01 .03 
RSN .56 .29** .42** .25** -.21** .14 .18* -.09 1.00 .58 .24 
PKN .57 .17** .31** .27* -.17** .19** .22** .08 .76** 1.00 .26 
SO .71 .03 .09 .30 -.06** .25** .31** .18** .49** .51** 1.00 

Mean 4.69 2.70 2.15 3.06 2.74 3.23 3.67 2.44 2.65 2.70 
SD  1.91 1.65 1.24 1.62 1.35 1.63 1.65 1.35 1.44 1.74 
CR  .95 .92 .80 .85 .72 .82 .80 .93 .90 .93 

 
† Source: Confirmatory factor analysis of survey data, using MLE and the validation sub-sample (n = 
304). 
 Note: Values shown below the diagonal are correlation estimates. Values above the diagonal are the ٭
squared correlations *p < .05 level (2-tailed). **p < .01 level (2-tailed). aAVE relates to the Average 
Variance Extracted Percentage for each construct. However, here the percentages have been show as 
decimals for ease in comparison with the squared correlations. 
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6.3.3.2 Revised Confirmatory Model Fit Indices, Loadings & Construct Validity 

The revised confirmatory factor model resulted in the elimination of 19 items. Hence, the 

model contained 10 latent constructs with 34 manifest variables. All paths between the 

latent constructs were permitted to co-vary. Table 6-7 presents the revised model fit indices. 

These fit indices suggest a better data-to-model fit (RMSEA: .06, SRMR: .06, CFI: .94, TLI: 

.93, AIC: 1171.04, χ2 / df statistic: 1.96, χ2 [482, p < .05]).  

 

Table 6-7 Revised confirmatory model fit indices † 
 

χ2 χ2  / df df p RMSEA CFI TLI AIC SRMR

945.04 1.96 482 .000 .06 .94 .93 1171.04 .06 

 
† Source: Confirmatory factor analysis of survey data, using MLE and the validation sub-sample (n 
= 304). 
 

 

All factor loadings in the model (see Table 6-8) were significant (p < .001). The factor 

loadings, AVE percentages and CR scores for the revised model provided an indication of 

convergent validity. For example, the majority of the loadings were above .70 (M: .84, 

range: .61 to .99). The AVE percentages were also improved, with all scores 50 per cent or 

greater except for the “social relationship time constraint” factor. Netemeyer et al (2003) 

indicates that for newer scales, average variance extracted measures of 45 per cent or 

greater are reasonable. Therefore, a decision was made at this stage to retain the “social 

relationship time constraint” factor, due to this heuristic and on a theoretical basis. For 

instance, time has been supported to be an important and frequent participation obstacle in 

previous research (see Jackson et al, 1993). The CR scores also improved, in particular the 

“social relationship time constraint” factor, with all scores above .70.  
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Table 6-8 Revised confirmatory model factor loadings †٭ 
 

Label Factor Names and Items Load.a AVEb CRc 
EDI Enduring Decision Involvement M: 3.23 (SD: 2.03)  92% .92 
EDI2 Matters to me / Doesn’t matter to me. .99   
EDI3 Means a lot to me / means nothing to me. .98   
EDI1 Is significant / is insignificant. .94   
EDI4 Is import / is unimportant  .92   
SOM Strength of Motivation M: 2.70 (SD: 1.65)  71% .74 
SOM2 Even when attendance is inconvenient I still try to attend.  .89   
SOM4 I feel that attendance to the celebration is vitally important to me. .86   
SOM1 I regret when I am unable to attend the celebration.  .85   
SOM3 I am really interested in attending the celebration. .82   
SOM5 I feel that spending time at the celebration is more worthwhile than 

spending time for other leisure activities.  .78   

PEC Psychological Event Constraints M: 3.54 (SD: 1.90)  64% .84 
PC1 I am not interested in the event. .89   
PC4 I am not interested in horseracing. .82   
TC2 I had more important things to do.  .68   
PC Psychological Constraints M: 2.33 (SD: 1.30)  50% .75 
PC11 I don’t feel confident in social situations. .78   
PC12 I had too much stress in my day-to-day life. .69   
PC13 I loose my patience easily in social situations. .65   
SRTC Social Relationship Time Constraints M: 2.82 (SD: 1.58)  47% .75 
SRC5 My responsibilities to my family or partner kept me from going. .73   
TC5 I don’t have enough time.  .67   
TC2 I had no time due to commitments to my family. .66   
CC Cost Constraints M: 3.30 (SD: 1.73)  59% .75 
CC1 I could not afford to spend money on tickets or entry. .86   
CC4 I could not afford to spend money on a special outfit or hat. .74   
CC5 I had other financial commitments. .68   
CRC Crowd Constraints M: 3.83 (SD: 1.73)  56% .79 
AC4 I’d rather not be caught up in the crowd all day. .86   
AC6 The crowd’s size would prevent my ability to watch the event. .75   
AC2 I find the crowd’s behavior at specific areas of the event 

unappealing. .61   

PKN Prior Knowledge Negotiation M: 2.77 (SD: 1.62)  70% .88 
PKN4 I applied the things that I have learned from listening to other 

people’s experiences with EMCd celebrations. .95   

PKN5 I applied the things that I have learned from listening to other 
people’s experiences with other major events.  .87   

PKN3 I applied the things that I have learned for attending previous 
EMCd celebrations. .67   

 
† Source: Confirmatory factor analysis of survey data, using MLE and the validation sub-sample (n = 
304).  
 Note: All loadings significant (p < .001). a Based on completely standardised factor loadings from ٭
AMOS Version 6. b The average variance extracted percentage was computed as an indicator of 
convergent validity (see Appendix 6-3). c Composite reliability was computed for each factor as an 
indicator of convergent validity (see Appendix 6-3). d Emirates Melbourne Cup. 
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Table 6-8 Continued. 
 
Label Factor Names and Items Load.a AVEb CRc 
RSN Resource Sacrifice Negotiation M: 2.52 (SD: 1.53)  73% .75 
FSN1 I made sacrifices in other areas of my spending so that I could 

attend the event.  .88   

TMN1 I worked hard so that I could have more time at the event. .86   
TMN2 I asked my family and/or partner to share in the daily chores so 

that I could attend the event. .81   

SO Substitution Outcome M: 2.74 (SD: 1.79)  75% .80 
SO3 I attended an alternative venue so that I could experience similar 

outcomes of the actual event. .89   

SO5 I found an alternative venue that was close to my home. .86   
SO1 I found an alternative venue that which provided me with benefits 

similar to the actual event.  .85   

SO2 I sought a venue that was cheaper than the actual event. .84   
  
 
 

It is also important to note that after the revision of the initial model, the name of one of the 

constructs was adjusted to reflect its more refined item structure. “Prior knowledge and time 

management negotiation” was renamed to “prior knowledge negotiation” as the items that 

were removed reflected time management negotiation tactics.  

 

The discriminant validity of the constructs in the revised model was then examined. This 

assessment involved the use of the inter-construct correlations, evident in Table 6-9. The 

strength of the correlations between the constructs was within the recommended criteria of 

less than .80, providing evidence of non-convergence (Holmes-Smith, 2006). Evidence of 

discriminant validity was also established as the average variance extracted score between 

any two constructs was greater than the squared multiple correlation between the two 

factors (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Hair et al, 2006; Holmes-Smith, 2006; Netemeyer et al, 

2003). 
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Table 6-9 Revised confirmatory model Ф matrix†٭ 
 

  EDI SOM PC PEC SRTC CC CRC RSN PKN SO 
 AVEa .92 .71 .50 .64 .47 .59 .56 .73 .70 .75 

EDI .92 1.00 .55 .09 .55 .16 .12 .09 .03 .11 .00 
SOM .71 .74** 1.00 .04 .42 .08 .08 .10 .18 .08 .00 
PC .50 -.30** -.19** 1.00 .18 .46 .41 .36 .02 .04 .06 
PEC .64 -.74** -.65** .43** 1.00 .23 .14 .12 .09 .04 .01 
SRTC .47 -.40** -.29** .68** .48** 1.00 .29 .12 .01 .03 .08 
CC .59 -.35** -.28** .64** .37** .54** 1.00 .19 .01 .03 .08 
CRC .56 -.30** -.31** .60** .34** .34** .44** 1.00 .02 .00 .02 
RSN .73 .33** .43** .15** -.30** .11 .10 -.15* 1.00 .40 .16 
PKN .70 .16** .29** .20** -.21** .17* .17* .03 .63** 1.00 .19 
SO .75 .03 .09 .24 -.08* .29** .29** .15* .40** .44** 1.00 
Mean  3.23 2.70 2.33 3.54 2.82 3.30 3.83 2.52 2.77 2.74 

SD  2.03 1.65 1.30 1.90 1.58 1.73 1.73 1.53 1.62 1.79 
CR  .92 .74 .75 .84 .75 .75 .79 .75 .88 .80 

 
† Source: Confirmatory factor analysis of survey data, using MLE and the validation sub-sample (n = 
304). 
 Note: Values shown below the diagonal are correlation estimates. Values above the diagonal are the ٭
squared correlations. *p < .05 level (2-tailed). **p < .01 level (2-tailed). a AVE relates to the Average 
Variance Extracted Percentage for each construct. However, here the percentages have been show as 
decimals for ease in comparison with the squared correlations. 

 
 

6.4 Chapter Summary 

This chapter detailed the distribution of the self-administered survey to a sample of the 

population and the validation of the scaling instrument. The distribution of the survey to a 

sub-set of Victorian residents, through postal and on-line methods, resulted in 608 useable 

cases. Item-based statistics, principal axis factoring, internal consistency analysis, 

confirmatory factor analysis and construct validity methods established a 10 factors: 1) 

strength of motivation, 2) enduring decision involvement, 3) psychological constraints, 4) 

psychological event constraints, 5) social relationship time constraints, 6) cost constraints, 

7) crowd constraints, 8) resource sacrifice negotiation, 9) prior knowledge negotiation, and 

10) substitution outcome. The next chapter involves using these constructs within 

hypotheses testing and further construct validity assessment. 
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CHAPTER 7 

Phase 4 –Model and Hypotheses Testing 

 

7.1 Introduction  

Chapter 6 focused on the distribution of the self-administered survey instrument to a larger 

sample of the population, and on the initial steps of the final scale development stage. The 

analysis confirmed a 10-factor latent structure model relating to the constructs of 

motivation, constraints, negotiation, and substitution outcome. These findings and collected 

survey data are used in the current chapter to test the hypotheses and research model, 

through the use of SEM and MANOVA. This chapter also reports the last step of the final 

scale development stage by examining the dimensionality, nomological, predictive and 

known-group validity of the scaling measures (see box 3d in Figure 5-1).  

 

7.2 Model and Hypotheses Testing Approach 

This section describes and justifies the data analysis stages and methods that were 

implemented in this research phase. Figure 7-1 illustrates the data analysis stages and 

methods. The figure moves from left to right, and is divided into two sides. The left-hand 

side of the figure summarises the main findings from Chapter 6, namely the latent 

constructs from the revised confirmatory model (see Table 6-8) and the respondents’ 

attendance status data (see Table 6-2). The right-hand side groups the hypotheses from 

Chapter 2 (see Table 2-9) and the five data analysis stages for this phase, under two 

statistical techniques of SEM and MANOVA. A number of arrows illustrate the direction of 

the analysis process and the use of the findings from Chapter 6. The discussion begins next 

with the stages associated with SEM.  
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Figure 7-1 Statistical analysis process for phase 4†٭ 
 
† Source: Developed for this study. 
 .Note: Grey 3-D boxes represent statistical techniques. Shadowed rectangles signify hypotheses and purpose of analysis. Unshaded boxes represent analysis stages٭
Arrows indicate direction of analysis, and the use of the relevant latent constructs and attendance status data from Chapter 6. Dotted arrow line indicates the use of 
confirmed higher-order and first-order constructs from Stage 1 in the fifth analysis stage. 
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7.2.1 Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) 

SEM is an advanced multivariate statistical technique (Hair et al, 2006), popular within the 

leisure constraint theory field (see for example Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; Loucks-

Atkinson & Mannell, 2007; Son et al, 2008). Nevertheless, due to its complexity, a more in-

depth overview of the central foundations of the technique is required than what would be 

the norm for other statistical methods (Perry, 1998). The technique is often referred to by 

numerous names, such as the analysis of co-variance structures, latent variable analysis, 

causal modelling, AMOS, and LISREL (Hair et al, 2006; Holmes-Smith, 2006). The 

methodology is also sometimes referred to as path analysis and confirmatory factor 

analysis, although these techniques are both actually particular components of SEM (Hair et 

al, 2006).  

 

As an analytical tool, SEM represents the integration and improvement of general linear 

modelling techniques, such as multiple regression, analysis of variance and co-variance, and 

factor analysis (Garson, 2006d; Holmes-Smith, 2006; Lei & Wu, 2007; Reisinger & Turner, 

1999). In some respects, the technique is seen as a powerful alternative to these statistical 

methods (Garson, 2006d). For instance, the approach can simultaneously test several paths 

between the latent constructs (the multiple regression part), allow for the inclusion of a 

number of latent variables with multiple indicators (the factor analysis part), and the 

estimation of error variance, in one model (Hair et al, 2006; Garson, 2006d). Hence, the 

technique in this study enabled the testing of the structural relationships between the four 

latent research model constructs, in a single concurrent manner.  

 

Furthermore, the technique takes a hypotheses testing approach to the analysis of the 

structural theory behind a phenomenon (Byrne, 2001; Hoyle, 1995; Schumacher & Lomax, 

2004). As such, the approach requires a sound theoretical foundation as it tests, rather than 
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develops, theory (Byrne, 2001; Ullman, 2006). SEM cannot establish causation; rather the 

approach simply specifies whether a structural model is conceivable by assessing the level 

of “fit” between a hypothesised model to a data set (Byrne, 2001; Hoyle, 1995; Holmes-

Smith, 2006; Hair et al, 2006; Schumacher & Lomax, 2004).  

 

The technique has three advantages in this study, over multiple regression analysis. First, 

the technique recognises interdependence. That is, the approach allows a dependent variable 

in one multiple regression equation to become an independent variable in a successive 

equation (Hair et al, 2006). Second, the technique allows the identification of simultaneous 

direct and indirect effects of independent variables on one or more dependent variables 

(Hair et al, 2006). Finally, the approach includes the estimation of error variances (Byrne, 

2001; Hair et al, 2006).  

 

There are four factors pertaining to the use of SEM in this study that require brief 

discussion and justification. First, there is a requirement to have a larger sample size than 

for other statistical techniques (Hu & Bentler, 1998; Lei & Lomax, 2005). Sample sizes in 

SEM are commonly determined by a ratio of cases to the number of latent constructs, 

manifest variables and associated error terms involved in the analysis (i.e., 1:10 or 1:15) 

(Bentler & Chou, 1987; Netemeyer et al, 2003; Stevens, 1996). However, when the sample 

size is overly large, the technique becomes more sensitive, resulting in a decrease in the 

level of model to data fit (Hair et al, 2006). Hair et al (2006) suggests a sample size upper 

range of 400 cases as being appropriate. Based on these indications the analysis stages in 

this phase that used SEM were undertaken with the validation sub-sample (n = 304) from 

Chapter 6. This sub-sample is reflective of the suggested ratios and sample size range.  
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Additionally, this justification assisted in remedying a second factor. That is, the technique 

is sensitive to data set non-normality, such as in this study (see section 6.2.4.2) (Hu & 

Bentler, 1998; Lei & Lomax, 2005). Fundamentally, larger sample sizes aid in reducing the 

sensitivity of non-normal distributions in SEM (Hu & Bentler, 1998; Lei & Lomax, 2005). 

The third factor relates to the absence of multicollinearity (Ullman, 2006). This factor was 

assured in this study, as the correlation co-efficients between the latent constructs identified 

in the confirmatory model in Chapter 6 (see Table 6-9) were below .90 (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2006). Finally, the fourth factor requires the structural model to be correctly 

specified. The technique is particularly vulnerable to specification error, where an important 

variable is omitted or an unimportant variable is included in the model (Hair et al, 2006; 

Schumacher & Lomax, 2004). Care was taken in this study to construct and verify the 

measurement and structural frameworks of the research model through a number of stages, 

as overviewed and justified next.  

 

7.2.1.1 Modelling Approach for this Study 

Essentially, SEM involves the evaluation of two models: 1) a measurement model, and 2) a 

structural model (Lei & Wu, 2007). The measurement model is the measurement theory 

behind a structural model. That is, the model describes the way in which indicators 

(manifest variables) represent the latent constructs (Reisinger & Turner, 1999). 

Measurement models are often referred to as confirmatory models, as a confirmatory factor 

analysis technique is used to evaluate the fit and validity of the latent constructs. As such, 

measurement models commonly include: a) latent constructs, b) manifest variables, c) error 

terms, and d) co-variance relationships between the latent constructs.  

 

In contrast, the structural model is the structural theory of a research model. That is, a 

structural model includes hypothesised directional predictions between the latent constructs, 
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such as in the research model in Chapter 2. Hence, a structural model consists of: a) latent 

constructs, b) causal paths between the latent constructs, c) error terms, and d) sometimes 

co-variance relationships between the latent constructs.  

 

Various authors recommend that the estimation and validation of the measurement and 

structural models should be completed in two or more stages (Anderson & Gerbing, 1998; 

Kline, 1998). This recommendation stems from the need to ascertain the adequacy of the 

measurement model fit to the manifest variables and data set, so that the relationships 

between the latent variables in the structural model are meaningful (Schumacher & Lomax, 

2004). In this study, a sequential multi-staged approach was applied in building and testing 

the research model and hypotheses by using an adaptation of Mulaik and Millsap’s (2000) 

four-step approach.  

 

The first three steps referred to the development and validation of the measurement model. 

The first step was completed in Chapter 6, in the form of exploratory and confirmatory 

factor analysis. The second and third steps, as reported in this chapter, involved the 

estimation and validation of the higher-order structures of motivation, constraints and 

negotiation constructs, and the measurement model with the inclusion of the substitution 

outcome construct, respectively. The fourth step, also reported in this chapter, built on the 

confirmed measurement model, through the estimation and validation of the structural 

model. This four-step approach ensured that the structural predictions between the latent 

constructs in the research model were meaningful. The next four sections detail each 

analysis stage that used SEM, beginning with the procedure associated with the higher-

order factor analysis.  
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7.2.1.2 Stage 1: Higher-Order Factor Analysis 

Throughout this study, the constructs of motivation, constraints and negotiation have been 

conceptualised as multidimensional. This first analysis stage sought to verify the 

dimensionality (higher-order structures) of motivation, constraints and negotiation through 

using the relevant latent constructs identified in Chapter 6 and confirmatory factor analysis 

with maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) in AMOS.  

 

As discussed in section 6.2.1.1, SEM examines a hypothesised model to a data set. That is, 

there are numerous model structures that may best represent or “fit” the data. Equally, in the 

leisure constraint theory field, particularly in relation to the conceptualisation of constraints, 

there have been a number of structures proposed (e.g., Crawford & Godbey, 1987; Francken 

& van Raaij, 1981). Hence, four model structures were compared in this initial stage (see 

section 7.3.1) to determine and verify the higher-order factor model with the best “fit” to the 

current data set (Garson, 2006d; Hair et al, 2006). The same model fit indices, parameter 

significance, and construct validity diagnostics used in the confirmatory factor analysis in 

Chapter 6 were used in this analysis stage (see Table 6-1). A chi-square difference statistic 

(∆ χ2) was also used in this stage to compare the significant differences in fit between the 

competing models (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2006). Appendix 7-1 provides the formula for this 

statistic.  

 

Furthermore, this analysis stage assisted in determining the nomological and predictive 

validity of the motivation, constraints and negotiation constructs and their measures within 

each competing model. Nomological validity confirms the degree to which theoretical 

predictions or relationships between the constructs can be supported (Netemeyer et al, 

2003). This form of construct validity is examined through the correlations among the 

constructs in a measurement theory. The assessment is placed on how much the 
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relationships make theoretical sense or are in the correct theoretical direction (Hair et al, 

2006). The theoretical relationships between the constructs involved in this stage are 

discussed further in section 7.3.1. Predictive or criterion-related validity often has varying 

definitions in the literature (Netemeyer et al, 2003). In this study, predictive validity was 

defined, in the context of the measurement model, as how well an indicator could predict a 

construct (Droge, 1997). In the structural model context, the term was defined as how well a 

construct can predict another construct (Droge, 1997). As such, this analysis stage assessed 

predictive validity through the squared multiple correlation (SMC) co-efficients between the 

first and second-order latent constructs. The dimensions for a construct, combined, should 

have a high SMC value (Droge, 1997).  

 

Finally, three heuristics were set for this analysis stage, taking into account the fit indices 

and construct validity measures. These heuristics assisted in selecting the most appropriate 

higher-order factor structure. First, the higher-order factor model must exhibit adequate fit 

and validity, through using the acceptance levels in Table 6-1 (Hair et al, 2006). Second, the 

higher-order factors in the model must adequately relate to the other constructs as expected 

(Hair et al, 2006). Third, the higher-order model must exhibit equal or better fit and validity 

results in comparison to a first-order model (Hair et al, 2006). Next, extending from this 

stage, the procedures that were used in the second stage are discussed.  

 

7.2.1.3 Stage 2: Measurement Model Confirmation 

The second stage aimed to extend the higher-order factor model structure results from the 

first stage into a measurement model for this study. As such, the first-order substitution 

outcome variable from Chapter 6 was introduced into the higher-order factor structure 

model. Model fit was verified using confirmatory factor analysis with MLE through AMOS.  
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The first step in this stage was to calculate composite scores for the first-order constructs of 

motivation, constraints and negotiation. This step was undertaken to improve the stability 

and parsimony of the measurement model, as SEM is particularly sensitive to large, 

complex models with multiple indicators (Li, 1997; McDonald, 1997). Composite scores in 

measurement models reduce the potential for model misfit and misleading results (Li, 

1997). 

 

Mean composite scores were selected in this study over the summation of factor scores, as 

they are more readily communicated, conceptualised and have a model meaning (Li, 1997; 

McDonald, 1997). Previous research indicates that there is no real difference between 

composite mean and factor scores (McDonald, 1997). That is, the correlation between the 

two summations is often well above .90 (McDonald, 1997). However, it is important to 

verify that the composition is homogenous (McDonald, 1997). In this study, homogeneity 

was confirmed through the use of confirmatory factor analysis and the assessment of the 

composite reliability (CR) scores for the summated scale (McDonald, 1997).  

 

The same fit indices, parameter significance, and validity criteria used in the first stage was 

applied in this second analysis stage. However, the chi-square difference statistic and the 

three heuristics from the first stage were not used in this data analysis stage. Combined, the 

first two stages confirmed the adequacy of the measurement theory behind the research 

model, so that the structural relationships were more meaningful. Next, the procedures and 

criteria that were used in assessing the structural component of the research model are 

described.  

 

7.2.1.4 Stage 3: Structural Model Testing  

The third stage involved using the confirmed measurement model to test the structural 
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relationships (see HO1 to 6 from Table 2-9) of the research model. A competing model 

approach was used in this stage. This method assisted in evaluating whether the research 

model had acceptable fit and performed better than other alternative models previously 

tested in the literature (Garson, 2006d; Hair et al, 2006). Three structural models adapted 

from the literature were used as a mode for comparison to the current research model. 

Section 9.3.3 provides further details on these models.  

 

Evaluating the structural model relationships was completed using SEM with MLE through 

AMOS and the same fit indices from the first analysis stage. A chi-square difference 

statistic was also used in this stage. As the analysis focused on assessing the structural 

relationships, the path estimates between the latent constructs were required to be 

significant at the p < .001 level. Furthermore, the analysis also assessed the predictive 

validity of the four model constructs. Predictive validity in this stage referred to how well a 

construct forecasted another construct (Droge, 1997; Netemeyer et al, 2003). Evidence of 

this validity was derived through support of the structural hypotheses. The next section 

details the procedures and criteria that were used in examining the mediation relationships 

of the structural model in the fourth analysis stage.  

 

7.2.1.5 Stage 4: Mediation Relationship Testing 

The research model in this study hypothesised that negotiation acts as a partially intervening 

variable between constraints and substitution outcome (see HO7 in Table 2-9), and 

motivation and substitution outcome (see HO8 in Table 2-9). There are specific procedures 

that need to be undertaken in SEM to determine the level of support for these hypothesised 

mediation relationships, as detailed in this section (Hair et al, 2006).  
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Three competing models were used in this stage to examine the hypothesised partial 

mediation relationships in the research model. Section 9.3.4 provides further details on the 

model structures. These three models assisted in determining the level of effect negotiation 

had as a partial mediating variable on the relationships between motivation, constraints and 

substitution outcome (Hair et al, 2006). The assessment was made through the same fit 

indices from the first analysis stage, and the three key heuristics presented in Table 7-1. 

Each heuristic revolves around the level of effect that the mediating variable had on the 

direct path between the constructs, in terms of path estimate power and significance (Hair et 

al, 2006). In addition, for any supported full or partial mediating relationships, indirect 

effects were calculated by multiplying the direct path estimates into and out of the 

mediating variable of negotiation (Hair et al, 2006). The next section details and justifies 

the use of MANOVA in the fifth analysis stage for this research phase.  

 
 

Table 7-1 Heuristics for determining mediation relationships† 
 

Mediation Hypothesis Support Heuristics 

 
1. If the direct path remains significant (p < .001) and unchanged with the 
introduction of the mediating variable, then mediation is not supported. 
 
2. If the direct path is reduced but remains significant (p < .001) with the 
introduction of the mediating variable, then partial mediation is supported. 
 
3. If the direct path is reduced to the point of non-significance (p > .001) with the 
introduction of the mediating variable, then full mediation is supported.  
 

 
† Source: Hair et al (2006; p. 867).  
 
 

 
7.2.2 Multiple Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) 

The second statistical technique, used in the fifth analysis stage of this research phase, 

involved the use of MANOVA through SPSS. This technique assisted in determining the 

main effect and significant mean differences of the motivation, constraints and negotiation 
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constructs by respondents’ attendance status (Garson, 2006c; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 

In addition, this analysis assisted in further verifying the scaling measures developed in 

Chapters 5 and 6 through assessing known-group validity (Netemeyer et al, 2003). This 

type of validity suggests that the scales developed in this study should be able to, a priori, 

detect significant differences between the mean scores for the three attendance statuses. In 

brief, this statistical technique was selected over the use of ANOVA, as more than one 

correlated dependent variable was involved in the analysis (Garson, 2006c; Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2007). Furthermore, this technique was selected over a series of ANOVA tests. This 

decision was made as the MANOVA technique has the potential to protect against Type I 

error and can be potentially more powerful (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The key 

procedures and assumption testing associated with this technique are discussed next.  

 

7.2.2.1 Stage 5: Comparative Analysis  

Chapter 2 hypothesised that the dependent variables of motivation, constraints and 

negotiation differed by the three attendance statuses in a specific order (see HO9a-c in 

Table 2-9). Hence, the fifth analysis stage conducted a MANOVA test with planned 

comparisons through examining contrast tests. The dependent variables in this analysis 

involved the validated second-order structures of motivation, constraints and negotiation 

from the first stage. The independent variables involved the attendance status data from 

Table 6-2.  

 

Prior to analysis, data were checked against the key assumptions for the technique to ensure 

compliance. The analysis was conducted using the total sample (n = 608). This sample size 

enabled there to be more cases than the dependent variables in the statistical test (3 

dependent variables) (Garson, 2006c; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Although the number of 

cases for each independent variable were not relatively equal (actual attendees, n = 111, 
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substitute attendees, n = 170, non-attendees, n = 327), the analysis was still undertaken as 

SPSS MANOVA has a default function that adjusts for any imbalance (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2007). As multivariate normality assessment is unachievable through SPSS, perusal 

of univariate normality for each dependent variable was undertaken (Field, 2005). The 

assessment revealed that the dependent variables were somewhat normal in distribution. As 

MANOVA is fragile to the presence of outliers (Garson, 2006c; Hair et al, 2006), 

Mahalanbois distance statistics were calculated for the dependent variables. Results 

indicated the presence of three outlying cases (p < .001), which were acceptable given the 

sample size of 608 cases (Coakes & Steed, 2003).  

 

Homoscedasticity was first assessed through Levene’s test of equality of error variances. 

None of these univariate tests were significant (p > .05); indicating the assumption of equal 

group variances was not violated. Box’s M test of equality of co-variance matrices was then 

assessed, with the value for all tests being larger than the p .001 level. These results provide 

support for the homogeneity of co-variances (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Linearity was 

upheld, as a straight line was found within the scatterplots for the dependent variables. 

Multicollinearity was not violated, as high correlations between the dependent variables of 

.8 or .9 were not found. Hence, the results of this assumption testing suggest the data were 

appropriate for the use of MANOVA in this study, and so data analysis was continued. The 

results of this fifth analysis stage are reported in section 7.3.5. Next, the results for this 

research phase are reported.  

 

7.3 Results 

7.3.1 Higher-Order Factor Analysis Results 

The results reported in this section are the first step in building and verifying the 

measurement theory of the research model, in particular the multi-dimensional structure of 
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the motivation, constraints and negotiation constructs. These results were derived from the 

use of confirmatory factor analysis with MLE and the criteria stated in section 7.2.1.2. The 

results also provide evidence of the convergent, discriminant, predictive and nomological 

validity of the motivation, constraints and negotiation scaling measures from Chapters 5 and 

6.  

 

Nomological validity was assessed based on the following three theoretical predictions 

derived from Chapter 2: 1) the relationship between motivation and negotiation should be 

positive, as the more motivated an individual is towards participation, the more likely the 

individual will use negotiation (Hubbard & Mannell, 2001), 2) the relationship between 

negotiation and constraints should be negative, as the use of negotiation is likely to decrease 

the impact of constraints on participation (Jackson et al, 1993), and 3) the relationship 

between motivation and constraints should be negative, as more motivated individuals are 

less likely to encounter high constraints (Carroll & Alexandris, 1997).  

 

Four competing models were used in this stage to determine the higher-order structure of 

the constructs that best fit the current data set (Garson, 2006c; Hair et al, 2006). These 

models, presented in Figure 7-2, were derived from previous research in Chapter 2 and the 

findings from Chapter 6 (see Table 6-8). All paths between the latent constructs in each 

model were permitted to co-vary.  

 

Model A (three latent first-order constructs, 30 manifest variables) was regarded as the 

“null” model in the analysis, as it was a single-order factor structure. Model B was a higher-

order structure, comprising of two factors for each of the three constructs (three latent 

second-order constructs, six latent first-order constructs, 30 manifest variables). Motivation 

was represented in the model by two first-order constructs of: 1) enduring decision 
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a) Model A: “Null”       b) Model B: Higher-order – 2 Motivation, 2 Constraints, 2 Negotiation  

    

Figure 7-2 Competing models used higher-order factor analysis†٭ 
 
† Source: Developed from the literature review in Chapter 2 and findings from Chapter 6. 
 .Note: Fit indices, factor loadings and construct correlations for each of these models are provided in Tables 7-2 to 7-4٭
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Figure 7-2 Continued. 
 
c) Model C: Higher-order – 2 Motivation, 3 Constraints, 2 Negotiation   d) Model D: Higher-order – 2 Motivation, 5 Constraints, 2 Negotiation  
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involvement (EDI), and 2) strength of motivation (SOM) (see Gursoy & Gavcar, 2003; 

Funk et al, 2007). Based on previous research and conceptualisations in the leisure 

constraint literature (i.e., Francken & van Raaij, 1981; Henderson et al, 1989; Searle & 

Jackson, 1995a), constraints was a two dimensional construct, represented by internal (INT) 

and external (EXT) constraints. Negotiation was represented in the model by two 

dimensions of: 1) resource sacrifice (RSN), and 2) prior knowledge (PKN) negotiation, 

based on the findings for this construct in Chapter 6.  

 

Model C was also a higher-order structure for all constructs (three latent second-order 

constructs, seven latent first-order constructs, 30 manifest variables). Motivation and 

negotiation were both two dimensional, represented by the same first-order constructs as in 

Model B. However, constraints were conceptualised in this model as a three dimensional 

structure. This structure reflects previous research where constraints have been proposed as 

falling into one of three categories: 1) intrapersonal (INTRA), 2) interpersonal (INTER), 

and 3) structural (STRUCT) constraints (see Crawford & Godbey, 1987; Jackson et al, 

1993). 

 

Finally, Model D was also a higher-order structure for all constructs (three latent second-

order constructs, nine latent first-order constructs, 30 manifest variables). The motivation 

and negotiation constructs in this model had the same structure as Model B and C. The 

constraints construct was conceptualised as a five-factor structure, based on the results from 

Chapter 6: 1) psychological (PC), 2) psychological event (PEC), 3) social relationship time 

(SRTC), 4) cost (CC), and 5) crowding (CRC) constraints. Table 7-2 provides the fit 

indices, AVE percentages and CR scores for these four competing models. Table 7-3 

provides the factor loadings and Table 7-4 provides the Ф matrices from this analysis.  
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Table 7-2 Comparison of higher-order factor model fit indices †٭ 
 

 
 

Competing Higher-Order Factor Models 
 

 Model A Model B Model C Model D 

Description  Null  Higher-order: 
2M, 2C, 2N 

  Higher-order:  
2M, 3C, 2N 

Higher-order: 
2M, 5C, 2N 

Fit Indices     
χ2 2346.38 1392.09 1325.15 960.29 
df 402 398 396 393 
p .000 .000 .000 .000 
∆χ2 a - 954.29* 66.94* 394.86* 
χ2 / df 5.84 3.50 3.35 2.44 
RMSEA .13 .08 .09 .07 
SRMR .13 .07 .11 .12 
CFI .71 .98 .86 .92 
TLI .69 .96 .85 .91 
AIC 2472.38 1526.09 1463.15 1104.29 

AVE% b     
Motivation 64% 75% 75% 73% 
Constraints 32% 72% 58% 48% 
Negotiation 56% 70% 70% 67% 

CR c     
Motivation .68 .77 .77 .76 
Constraints .45 .74 .63 .56 
Negotiation .63 .71 .71 .71 

 
† Source: Confirmatory factor analysis of survey data, using MLE and the validation sub-sample (n 
= 304). 
 Note: a Chi-square difference statistic was computed using the equation in Appendix 7-1. b The٭
average variance extracted percentage was computed as an indicator of convergent validity (see 
Appendix 6-3). c Composite reliability was computed for each construct as an indicator of 
convergent validity (see Appendix 6-3).*significantly different (p  > .05). 
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Table 7-3 Comparison of higher-order factor model loadings†٭ 
 

 Competing Higher-Order Factor Models 

 Model A Model B Model C Model D 

Description Null  Higher-order: 
2M, 2C, 2N 

Higher-order: 
2M, 3C, 2N 

Higher-order:  
2M, 5C, 2N 

Loadings (1st to 2nd 
order factors) - - Γ SMC Γ SMC Γ SMC 

EDI - - .89 .79 .89 .79 .86 .74 
SOM - - .83 .69 .83 .69 .85 .72 
INT - - .98 .96 - - - - 
EXT - - .67 .45 - - - - 
INTRA - - - - .99 .98 - - 
INTER - - - - .63 .40 - - 
STRUCT - - - - .60 .36 - - 
PEC - - - - - - .68 .46 
PC - - - - - - .78 .61 
SRTC - - - - - - .74 .55 
CC - - - - - - .70 .49 
CRC - - - - - - .57 .32 
PKN - - .63 .40 .63 .40 .67 .45 
RSN  - - .98 .96 .98 .96 .94 .88 
Loadings (1st order 
factors to items) Λχ SMC Λy SMC Λy SMC Λy SMC 

EDI2  .98 .96 .98 .96 .98 .96 .98 .96 
EDI3  .98 .96 .98 .96 .98 .96 .98 .96 
EDI1  .94 .88 .94 .88 .94 .88 .94 .88 
EDI4  .93 .86 .92 .85 .92 .85 .92 .85 
SOM2  .70 .49 .89 .79 .89 .79 .89 .79 
SOM4  .61 .37 .86 .74 .85 .72 .86 .74 
SOM1  .68 .46 .85 .72 .85 .72 .85 .72 
SOM3  .64 .41 .82 .67 .82 .67 .82 .67 
SOM5  .58 .34 .76 .58 .78 .61 .76 .58 
PC1  .59 .35 .73 .53 .82 .67 .89 .79 
PC4  .56 .31 .70 .49 .77 .59 .82 .67 
TC2  .62 .38 .71 .50 .72 .52 .68 .46 
PC11  .62 .38 .51 .26 .45 .20 .78 .61 
PC12  .63 .40 .54 .29 .45 .20 .68 .46 
PC13  .52 .27 .50 .25 .40 .16 .67 .45 
TC3  .62 .38 .63 .40 .67 .45 .67 .45 
TC2  .50 .25 .51 .26 .70 .49 .68 .46 
SRC5  .52 .27 .47 .22 .70 .49 .72 .52 
CC1  .62 .38 .76 .58 .76 .58 .87 .76 
CC2  .55 .30 .72 .52 .73 .53 .74 .55 
CC5  .64 .41 .68 .46 .64 .41 .68 .46 
AC4  .52 .27 .56 .31 .56 .31 .88 .77 
AC2 .39 .15 .43 .18 .44 .19 .61 .37 
AC6  .46 .21 .50 .25 .50 .25 .73 .53 
PKN5  .69 .48 .87 .76 .87 .76 .88 .77 
PKN4  .71 .50 .95 .90 .95 .90 .95 .90 
PKN3  .60 .36 .67 .45 .67 .45 .67 .45 
FSN2  .84 .71 .89 .79 .89 .79 .86 .74 
TMN1  .83 .69 .86 .74 .87 .76 .80 .64 
TMN2  .79 .62 .80 .64 .80 .64 .89 .79 

† Source: Confirmatory factor analysis of survey data, using MLE and the validation sub-sample (n 
= 304). 
   .Note: All loadings significant (p < .001). ‘-’ Variable not applicable in model٭ 
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Table 7-4 Comparison of higher-order factor models Ф matrices †٭ 
 

Model A 
  Motivation Constraints Negotiation 
 AVE a .64 .32 .56 

Motivation .64 1.00 .32 .11 

Constraints .32 -.57** 1.00 .00 

Negotiation .56 .33** .01 1.00 
 
 
 

Model B 

  Motivation Constraints Negotiation 
 AVE a .75 .72 .70 

Motivation .75 1.00 .55 .17 

Constraints .72 -.74** 1.00 .01 

Negotiation .70 .41** -.10** 1.00 
 
 
 
Model C 

  Motivation Constraints Negotiation 
 AVE a .77 .63 .71 

Motivation .77 1.00 .64 .17 

Constraints .63 -.80** 1.00 .03 

Negotiation .71 .41** -.18* 1.00 
 
 
 
Model D 

  Motivation Constraints  Negotiation 
 AVE a .76 .56 .71 

Motivation .76 1.00 .41 .19 

 Constraints .56 -.64** 1.00 .00 

Negotiation .71 .44** .02 1.00 

 
† Source: Confirmatory factor analysis of survey data, using MLE and the validation sub-
sample (n = 304).  
 Note: Values shown below the diagonal are correlation estimates. Values above the٭
diagonal are the squared correlations. * p < .05 level (2-tailed). ** p < .01 level (2-tailed).  
a AVE relates to the Average Variance Extracted Percentage for each construct. However, 
here the percentages have been show as decimals for ease in comparison with the squared 
correlations. 
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From an inspection of Tables 7-2 to 7-4, Model B was selected as the most acceptable 

higher-order factor structure for the current data set. In comparison to the results for the 

other models, Model B produced a better model fit and construct validity. The fit indices for 

Model B indicated a relatively good data to model fit (RMSEA: .08, SRMR: .07, CFI: .98, 

TLI: .96, AIC: 1526.09, χ2 / df statistic: 3.50, χ2 [398, p < .05]). In addition, based on the 

results of the ∆χ2 statistic, Model B was significantly different from the “null” model 

structure (Model A) (see Table 7-2). All factor loadings in Model B were significant (p < 

.001). Together, the factor loadings between the first and second-order latent constructs (M: 

.83, range: .63 to .98) (see Table 7-3), the AVE percentages (all greater than 50%) and the 

CR scores (all greater than .70) lend evidence of convergent validity (see Table 7-2). 

 

Evidence of discriminant validity was provided in Model B, as the inter-construct 

correlations were less than .80 (Netemeyer et al, 2003) and the AVE scores between any two 

constructs were greater than the squared correlations between the two factors (Fornell & 

Larcker, 1981) (see Table 7-4). Furthermore, nomological validity of the constructs in 

Model B were provided, as the inter-construct correlations were all significant and in the 

predicted direction (see Table 7-4) (Netemeyer et al, 2003). Moreover, assessment of the 

SMC co-efficients revealed enduring decision involvement (EDI, SMC = .79) and strength 

of motivation (SOM, SMC = .69) were predictive of motivation. This assessment also 

suggested internal (INT, SMC = .96) and external (EXT, SMC = .45) constraint dimensions 

were predictive of constraints, and resource sacrifice (RSN, SMC = .96) and prior 

knowledge (PKN, SMC = .40) first-order constructs were predictive of negotiation. The 

following section focuses on the next step in building and verifying the measurement 

foundations of the research model, by extending the findings reported in the current section 

with the introduction of the substitution outcome construct from Chapter 6.  
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7.3.2 Measurement Model Confirmation Results 

The results reported in this section assist in finalising the measurement framework of the 

research model. This framework is then used to examine the structural component of the 

model in section 7.3.3. The measurement model structure was confirmed through the use of 

the selected higher-order factor structure model reported in section 7.3.1 (Model B) and the 

single-order substitution outcome construct from Chapter 6 (see Table 6-8). Figure 7-3 

presents the model that was used in this analysis.  

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7-3 Measurement model†٭ 
 
† Source: Developed for this study, based on the literature review in Chapter 2, and the results 
reported in Chapter 6 and section 7.3.1. 
 Note: EDI, SOM, INT, EXT, RSN, and PKN rectangles represent composite mean scores. Fit٭
indices, factor loadings, and correlations between constructs for the model are provided in Tables 7-
5 and 7-6.  
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The measurement model was examined through confirmatory factor analysis with MLE and 

the evaluation criteria in section 7.2.1.2 (minus the ∆χ2). Furthermore, the measurement 

model contained composite mean scores for the first-order constructs of motivation, 

constraints and negotiation. Homogeneity of these factor structures, in part, was assured 

through the confirmatory factor analysis results in section 7.3.1 (McDonald, 1997). The 

assumption of homogeneity was further secured through the CR scores for these constructs 

within the results for this second stage, as discussed later in this section (McDonald, 1997). 

This measurement model contained four latent constructs and 10 manifest variables 

(including six composite score variables). All paths between the latent constructs were 

permitted to co-vary. 

 

The analysis in this second stage also provided further evidence of the convergent, 

discriminant, predictive and nomological validity of the model constructs and associated 

scaling measures. The same nomological relationship predictions between motivation, 

constraints and negotiation constructs in section 7.3.1 were also examined in this stage. In 

addition, the following three theorised relationships between these constructs and the 

substitution outcome variable were also evaluated: 1) the relationship between motivation 

and substitution outcome should be negative, as it is suggested that the more psychological 

invested and individual is in the original intended activity, the less likely they are to 

substitute (Iso-Ahola, 1986), 2) the relationship between negotiation and substitution 

outcome should be positive, as the use of negotiation should increase the likelihood of 

participation (see Hubbard & Mannell, 2001), and 3) the relationship between constraints 

and substitution outcome should be positive (see Kay & Jackson, 1991; Samdahl & 

Jekubovich, 1997). 
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Table 7-5 displays the fit indices, loadings, AVE percentages and the CR scores of the 

measurement model, while Table 7-6 provides the Ф matrix of the model constructs. The fit 

indices indicated a relatively good model fit (RMSEA: .07, SRMR: .05, CFI: .97, TLI: .96, 

AIC: 123.22, χ2 / df statistic: 2.46, χ2 [29, p < .05]). All factor loadings were significant (p < 

.001). Combined, the size of the factor loadings (M: .84, range: .82 to .91), the AVE 

percentages (all greater than 50%) and the CR scores (all greater than .70) lend further 

evidence of convergent validity.  

 

Additionally, homogeneity of the composite mean scores for the first-order factors of 

motivation, constraints and negotiation were further assured, as the CR scores for these 

three constructs were .70 or greater (McDonald, 1997). Inspection of the Ф matrix provided 

further evidence of the discriminant validity between the four constructs (see Table 7-6), as 

the correlations between the constructs were less than .80 (Netemeyer et al, 2003). 

Furthermore, the AVE score between any two constructs were greater than the squared 

correlation between the factors (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) (see Table 7-6).  

 

In addition, the results contained in Table 7-6 provide further evidence of the nomological 

validity of the model constructs. The inter-correlations were all significant and in the 

predicted direction (Netemeyer et al, 2003). Predictive validity of the model constructs were 

also assessed through the SMC co-efficients. Enduring decision involvement (EDI, SMC = 

.76) and strength of motivation (SOM, SMC = .67) were predictive of motivation, and 

internal (INT, SMC = .82) and external (EXT, SMC = .42) constraints were predictive of the 

constraints construct in the measurement model. Furthermore, resource sacrifice (RSN, 

SMC = .77) and prior knowledge (PKN, SMC = .67) were predictive of the negotiation 

construct. The four variables designed to measure substitution outcome (SO3, SMC = .81, 

SO5, SMC = .74, SO1 SMC = .72, SO2, SMC = .71) were also predictive. Based on these 
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validated measurement foundations, the next section reports the results of the structural 

relationship testing of the research model.  

 
 

Table 7-5 Measurement model fit indices, loadings, AVE and CR scores†٭ 
 

Fit Indices Loadings a AVE% b CR c 

   Λχ  SMC     

χ2 71.22 EDI .87 .76 Motivation 71% Motivation .76 
df 29 SOM .82 .67 Constraints 62% Constraints .70 
p .000 INT .91 .83 Negotiation 56% Negotiation .70 

χ2 / df 2.46 EXT .65 .42 Substitution 
Outcome 74% 

Substitution 
Outcome .77 

RMSEA .07 PKN .82 .67     
SRMR .05 RSN .88 .77     
CFI .97 SO3 .90 .81     
TLI .96 SO5 .86 .74     
AIC 123.22 SO1 .85 .72     

  SO2 .84 .71     

† Source: Confirmatory factor analysis of survey data, using MLE and the validation sub-sample (n = 
304). 
 Note: a All loadings significant (p < .001). b The average variance extracted percentage was٭
computed as an indicator of convergent validity (see Appendix 6-3). c Composite reliability was 
computed for each construct as an indicator of convergent validity (see Appendix 6-3). 

 

 

Table 7-6 Measurement model Ф matrix†٭ 
 

  Motivation Constraints Negotiation Substitution 
Outcome 

 AVE a .71 .62 .56 .74 

Motivation .71 1.00 .48 .26 .00 

Constraints .62 -.69** 1.00 .01 .03 

Negotiation .56 .51** -.10* 1.00 .24 

Substitution 
Outcome  .74 -.06* .18* .49** 1.00 

† Source: Confirmatory factor analysis of survey data, using MLE and the validation sub-sample (n 
= 304).  
 Note: Values shown below the diagonal are correlation estimates. Values above the diagonal are٭
the squared correlations. *p < .05 level (2-tailed). **p < .01 level (2-tailed). a AVE relates to the 
Average Variance Extracted Percentage for each construct. However, here the percentages have been 
show as decimals for ease in comparison with the squared correlations. 
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7.3.3 Structural Model Results 

Using the measurement model in section 7.3.2, this section reports the results of the 

structural component analysis of the research model. More specifically, this section reports 

the testing results of the following six hypotheses:  

 

 HO1: The relationship between motivation and constraints will be significant and  

negative in direction. 

 HO2: Motivation will have a significant negative effect on substitution outcome.  

HO3: Motivation will have a significant positive effect on negotiation. 

 HO4: Constraints will have a significant positive effect on substitution outcome. 

 HO5: Constraints will have a significant positive effect on negotiation. 

 HO6: Negotiation will have a significant positive effect on substitution outcome.  

 

These hypotheses were examined using SEM with MLE and the criteria stated in section 

7.2.1.4. Moreover, to determine the level of acceptable fit of the structural component of the 

research model in Chapter 2 and its performance in relation to alternative structures 

previously examined in the leisure constraint literature, three competing model structures 

were also examined. These competing models were adapted to this study’s argument from 

Hubbard and Mannell (2001; p. 148). Figure 7-4 presents these competing models, as well 

as the structural model developed for this study.  

 

Model A comprised Hubbard and Mannell’s (2001) independence model with the path 

directions between the constructs being adapted to this study’s theoretical argument. 

Essentially, this structure is a “null” model for comparison. Similarly, Model B and C 

consisted of an adaptation of Hubbard and Mannell’s (2001) “constraint-reduction” model 

and “constraint-effects-mitigation” model, respectively. The difference between Model B 
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and C is the pathway between the constraint and negotiation constructs. In Model B, 

Hubbard and Mannell (2001) theorised that constraints are reduced with the use of 

negotiation (negotiation  constraints). Meanwhile, in Model C, Hubbard and Mannell 

(2001) proposed that constraints increase the use of negotiation (constraints  negotiation). 

Model D comprised the current research model from Chapter 2. The difference between 

Model D and C is the co-variance path between motivation and constraints. This path is 

proposed in this study, based on the theorising by Jackson et al (1993) and previous 

research (e.g., Carroll & Alexandris, 1997), as discussed in Chapter 2.  

 

Table 7-7 displays the model fit indices and paths. From inspection of these statistics, 

Model D was the most plausible for the current data set. The fit indices for this model, in 

comparison to the other models, indicated a relatively good data to model fit (RMSEA: .07, 

SRMR: .05, CFI: .97, TLI: .96, AIC: 123.22, χ2 / df statistic: 2.46, χ2 [29, p < .05]). In 

addition, based on the results of the ∆χ2 statistic, Model D was significantly different from 

the other competing models.  

 

Perusal of the path estimates between the constructs in Table 7-7 revealed support for 

Hypotheses 1, 3, 4, 5 and 6. The relationship between motivation and constraints was 

significant (p < .001) and negative in direction (φ -.69) (HO1). Motivation had a significant 

(p < .001) positive effect (γ .84) on negotiation (HO3). In addition, constraints had a 

significant (p < .001) positive effect (β .15) on substitution outcome (HO4), and a 

significant (p < .001) positive effect (γ .47) on negotiation (HO5). Finally, negotiation had a 

significant (p < .001) positive effect (β .57) on substitution outcome (HO6). 
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a) Model A: Independence Model 

 

                        

.002NS

 

b) Model B: Constraint-Reduction Model 

        

 
Figure 7-4 Competing structural models†٭ 
 
† Source: Model A, B and C adapted for this study from previous literature as discussed in Chapter 2. 
Model D developed for this study, as detailed in Chapter 2. 
 Note: NS indicates path estimates not significant at p .001 level. Fit indices, path estimates٭
and variance estimates for each model are compared in Table 7-7.  
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Figure 7-4 Continued. 
 
c) Model C: Constraint-Effects-Mitigation Model 
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d) Model D: Current Research Model 
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      Table 7-7 Comparison of fit indices and paths of competing models to the current 
research model †٭ 

 
 Model A Model B Model C Model D 

Description Independence Constraint-
Reduction 

Constraint-
Mitigation 

Current 
Research 

Fit Indices     

χ2 252.95 186.32 180.06 71.22 
df 33 30 30 29 
p .000 .000 .000 .000 
∆χ2  - 66.63* 6.26 108.84* 
χ2 / df 7.67 6.21 6.00 2.46 
RMSEA .15 .13 .13 .07 
SRMR .16 .11 .15 .05 
CFI .87 .90 .91 .97 
TLI .82 .86 .86 .96 
AIC 296.95 236.32 230.06 123.22 

Path Estimates     

Negotiation Motivation - .58 .61 .84 
Substitution 
Outcome Constraints 
 

.26 .30 .22 .15 

Substitution 
Outcome Negotiation 
 

.49 .61 .56 .57 

Substitution 
Outcome Motivation 
 

.002NS -.12NS -.11NS -.13NS 

Negotiation Constraints - - .26 .47 

Constraints Negotiation - -.24 - - 

Constraints <-> Motivation - - - -.69 

SMC      

Constraints - .06 - - 
Negotiation - .34 .44 .38 
Substitution Outcome .31 .31 .36 .29 

 
† Source: SEM of survey data, using MLE and the validation sub-sample (n = 304). 
             Note: NS indicates path estimates not significant at p .001 level. * Significantly different٭
(p < .05). 
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However, the review of path estimates between motivation and substitution outcome 

indicated partial support for Hypothesis 2. That is, the relationship between motivation and 

substitution outcome was in the hypothesised negative direction (β -.13), yet was 

insignificant (p > .001). A review of the path estimates for the other competing models also 

revealed the same results for this relationship. Nevertheless, the standardised regression 

weight (path estimate) was slightly stronger for the current research model than for the 

other competing models (β -.002, β -.12 and β -.13). These results, in conjunction with the 

qualitative findings from Chapter 4, are discussed further in Chapter 8.  

 

As partial support was found for Hypothesis 1, the current research model (Model D) was 

re-specified, in that the path between motivation and substitution outcome was removed. 

The modified model is illustrated in Figure 7-5. The fit indices and path estimates for the 

model are provided in Table 7-8. The modified model structure remained plausible to the 

current data set. Inspection of the fit indices for this structure indicated a relatively good 

model fit (RMSEA: .07, SRMR: .05, CFI: .97, TLI: .96, AIC: 122.02, χ2 / df statistic: 2.40, χ2 

[30, p < .05]). The path estimates between the constructs (HO 1, 3, 4, 5 and 6) remained 

significant (p < .001) and in the predicted direction.  

 

In sum, the results reported in this section provide support to Hypotheses 1, 3, 4, 5 and 6, 

and partial support to Hypotheses 2. Furthermore, the results provide further evidence of the 

predictive validity of the scaling measures developed in Chapters 5 and 6. The next section 

extends the structural model results by reporting the assessment and findings of the 

mediation relationships in the current research model. 
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“-” 
.50 .84 

-.69 

.48 

.24 

 

Note: Fit indices, path estimates and variance est٭ ates for each model are compared in Table 7-8. 

Table 7-8 Modified research model fit indices and paths†٭ 
 

 Indices 

 
Figure 7-5 Modified current research model†٭ 
†Source: Modified for this study, based on the results reported in Table 7-7. 

im
 
 
 
 

Fit  Paths  SMC  
χ  2 72.02 Negotiation Motivation .84 Negotiation .38 

df 30 Substitution Outcome Constraints .24 Substitution 
Outcome

.28 

gotiation .50 

 Constraints<->Mo ation -.69 
 

AIC 122.02     

 
p .000 Substitution Outcome Ne   

χ2 / df 2.40 Negotiation Constraints .48   

RMSEA .07 tiv   

SRMR .05     

CFI .97     

TLI .96     

 
† Source: SEM of survey data, using MLE and the validation sub-sample (n = 304). 

Note: All loadings significant (p < .001). 
 

 

٭
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7.3.4 Mediation Relationship Testing Results 

The research model in this study hypothesised that negotiation acts as a partial mediator 

between constraints and substitution outcome, and motivation and substitution outcome 

(Baron & Kenny, 1986; Hair et al, 2006). Hence, this section examines and reports the 

findings for the following two mediation hypotheses: 

 

 HO7: The relationship between constraints and substitution outcome will be  

partially mediated by negotiation. 

 HO8: The relationship between motivation and substitution outcome will be  

partially mediated by negotiation. 

 

The analysis was undertaken using SEM with MLE and the criteria in section 7.2.1.5. Three 

structural models were used to examine the mediating effects of negotiation in the current 

research model (Hair et al, 2006). Figure 7-6 illustrates the three model structures. Model A 

consisted of the relationship between motivation and substitution outcome, and constraints 

and substitution outcome. This model did not contain the proposed mediating variable of 

negotiation. Model B contained the relationships between motivation and negotiation, and 

constraints and negotiation. The motivation and constraint constructs were permitted to co-

vary. Model C comprised the full research model. 

 

Table 7-9 presents the fit indices and path estimates for each of the three models in Figure 

7-6. Each competing model structure was plausible to the current data set. The fit indices 

for each model indicated a relatively good data to model fit (see Table 7-9). To assist in 

examining the two mediation hypotheses for this study, the path estimates between the three 

models in Table 7-9 were inspected.  
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a) Model A 

 

-.30 

-.68 

.38 

b) Model B 

 

.80 

-.67 

.43 

c) Model C 
 

 

 
-.13NS

.84 

.57 

.47 

.15 
-.69 

Figure 7-6 Mediation relationship testing models†٭ 
†Source: Developed for this study, based on the guidelines prescribed by Hair et al (2006). 
 Note: NS indicates path estimates not significant at p .001 level. Fit indices, path estimates٭
and variance estimates for each model are compared in Table 7-9. 
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Table 7-9 Mediation relationship models fit indices and paths†٭ 
 

 Model A Model B Model C 

Description  

 
Motivation and 
constraints to 
substitution 

outcome 
 

Motivation and 
constraints to 
negotiation 

Full research model 
(with negotiation as 
mediating variable) 

Fit Indices    

χ2 35.65 15.28 71.22 
df 17 6 29 
p .000 .000 .000 
χ2 / df 2.10 2.55 2.46 
∆χ2 a - 20.37* -55.94* 
RMSEA .06 .07 .07 
SRMR .05 .03 .05 
CFI .99 .99 .97 
TLI .98 .96 .96 
AIC 73.65 45.28 123.22 

Paths    
Substitution Outcome 

Motivation 
 

-.30 - -.13NS 

Substitution Outcome 
Constraints 

 
.38 - .15 

Substitution Outcome  
Negotiation 
 

- - .57 

Negotiation Motivation - .80 .84 
Negotiation Constraints - .43 .47 
Motivation <-> Constraints -.68 -.67 -.69 

SMC    

Negotiation - .36 .38 
Substitution Outcome .08 - .29 

 
† Source: SEM of survey data, using MLE and the validation sub-sample (n = 304). 
 .Note: a Chi-square difference statistic was computed using the equation in Appendix 7-1٭
* significantly different (p < .05). NS indicates path estimates not significant at p .001 level. 
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Table 7-10 Direct, indirect and total effects†٭ 
 

Effect                             Paths 
 

Direct Effect 
 

Constraints  Substitution Outcome .15 

Indirect Effects 
 

Constraints  Negotiation  Substitution Outcome 
 

.27a  
 

Total Effects 
 

Direct effect + Indirect effect 
 

.42 
 

Effect                             Paths 
 

Indirect Effects 
 

Motivation  Negotiation  Substitution Outcome .49b  

 
† Source: SEM of survey data, using MLE and the validation sub-sample (n = 304). Based 
on path estimates in Table 7-9 
 Note: a Indirect effect for constraints on substitution outcome through negotiation٭
calculated as .47 x .57. b Indirect effect for motivation on substitution outcome through 
negotiation calculated as .84 x .57.  

 
 
 
Hypothesis 7, which concerned the partial mediating effects of negotiation on the 

relationship between constraints and substitution outcome, were examined first. The results 

in Table 7-9 revealed a partial mediating effect for this relationship. That is, the direct path 

between constraints and substitution outcome in Model C was reduced with the inclusion of 

negotiation (γ .38 to β .15), yet remained significant (p < .001) (Hair et al, 2006). Hence, 

Hypothesis 7 was supported. The indirect effect of constraints on substitution outcome, 

through negotiation, was .27 (see Table 7-10).  

 

Next, Hypothesis 8, which comprised the relationship between motivation and substitution 

outcome being partially mediated by negotiation, was examined. Results in Table 7-9 

suggested that this relationship was fully mediated by negotiation. The direct path between 

motivation and substitution outcome in Model C was reduced with the inclusion of 

negotiation (γ -.30 to β -.13) and insignificant (p > .001) (Hair et al, 2006). Therefore, 

Hypothesis 8 was rejected in this study. The indirect effect of motivation on substitution 

outcome, through negotiation, was .49 (see Table 7-10).  
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As support was found for Hypothesis 7, further analysis was conducted. This analysis 

determined which first-order constraint construct contributed the most to the direct path 

from constraints to negotiation and increased the use of the first-order negotiation 

constructs. Figure 7-7 illustrates the structural model that was used in this analysis. Table 7-

11 provides the fit indices and path estimates for the model in Figure 7-7.  

 

 

 

 

.74 

-.03 

.80 

.69 
.50 

.27 

.86  
 
 
Figure 7-7 Relationship of constraints on substitution partially mediated by  

negotiation, with first-order constructs†٭ 
 
† Source: Developed for this study. 
 .Note: Fit indices, path estimates and variance estimates for the model are presented in Table 7-11٭
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Table 7-11   Fit indices and path estimates for the model of constraints on             
                       substitution partially mediated by negotiation with first-order 

                                constructs†٭ 
 

Fit Indices  Paths  SMC  
χ2 48.23 Negotiation Constraints -.03 Negotiation .01 

df 17 Substitution Outcome Constraints .27 Substitution 
Outcome 

.31 

p .000 Substitution Outcome Negotiation .50 INT .48 
χ2 / df 2.84 INT .69 EXT .74 
RMSEA .08 EXT .86 RSN .64 
SRMR .04 RSN .80 PKN .55 
CFI .97 PKN .74   

TLI .96     

AIC 86.23     

 
† Source: SEM of survey data, using MLE and the validation sub-sample (n = 304). 
 .Note: All paths significant (p < .001)٭

 

 

Inspection of these statistics suggested a good data to model fit. A review of the path 

estimates (all significant p < .001) for the first-order constructs of constraints and 

negotiation revealed external constraints (EXT, Λχ .86) contributed more than internal 

constraints (INT, Λχ .69) to the path between constraints and negotiation. Moreover, these 

external constraints were more likely to trigger the use of resource sacrifice negotiation 

strategies (RSN, Λy .80) than prior knowledge negotiation strategies (PKN, Λy .74) towards 

a substitution outcome. Combined, the results reported in sections 7.3.1 to 7.3.4 largely 

validated the research model and associated hypotheses from Chapter 2. Additionally, the 

results contained in these sections provide evidence of the convergent, discriminant, 

nomological and predictive validity of the scaling measures developed in Chapters 5 and 6. 

Based on these results, the next section reports the results of the comparative hypotheses 

testing for this study, through the use of MANOVA. In doing so, the known-group validity 

of the scaling measures developed in this study was also assessed.  
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7.3.5 Comparative Analysis Results 

Chapter 2 hypothesised that the higher-order constructs of motivation, constraints and 

negotiation would differ by respondents’ attendance status. These predictions are evident in 

the following statements: 

 

 HO9a: Attendance status will significantly differ in terms of motivation in the  

following order: Actual attendees will be the most motivated, followed by 

substitute attendees with non-attendees being the least motivated. 

 

 HO9b: Attendance status will significantly differ in terms of constraints in the  

following order: Non-attendees will be the most constrained, followed by 

substitute attendees, with actual attendees being the least constrained. 

 

 HO9c: Attendance status will significantly differ in terms of the use of negotiation  

in the following order: Actual attendees will use more negotiation strategies 

and resources, followed by substitute attendees, with non-attendees being 

less frequent in their use of negotiation. 

 

A MANOVA with planned comparisons in SPSS, using the total sample (n = 608) was 

applied to examine these comparative hypotheses. Summated mean scores for the validated 

higher-order constructs of motivation, constraints and negotiation (as reported in section 

7.3.1) were used as the dependent variables in this analysis. Respondents’ attendance status 

to the 2006 Emirates Melbourne Cup served as the independent variable.  

 

A multivariate main effect was found for attendance status F (6, 605) = 61.08 p < .001 

(partial η2 = .23). The effect size of this relationship was moderate (Cohen, 1988; p. 285). 
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Univariate between-subjects tests revealed this effect was significant and moderate to strong 

(Cohen, 1988; p. 285 to 287) for each of the three second-order constructs. These results 

suggest that motivation, constraints and negotiation levels differ by the three attendance 

statuses to the 2006 Emirates Melbourne Cup. Table 7-12 displays these multivariate and 

univariate between-subjects test results.  

 

 

Table 7-12 Significant multivariate and univariate results of higher-order 
                                 constructs by attendance status†٭ 

 
  Multivariatea Univariate 

 df F p ηp
2 F p ηp

2 

Attendance Status 6, 605 61.08b .000 .23    
Motivation 2, 605    203.57 .000 .40 
Constraints 2, 605    121.79 .000 .29 
 Negotiation 2, 605    27.63 .000 .08 

 
† Source: MANOVA of survey data, using total sample (n = 608).  
  .Note: a Pillai’s Trace multivariate test. b exact statistic ٭

 

 

Table 7-13 Descriptive statistics and mean differences†٭ 
 

 Attendance Status 

 Actual  
(n = 111) 

Substitute  
(n = 170) 

Non  
(n = 327) 

 M SD M SD M SD 

Motivation 4.97* 1.31 3.28* 1.49 2.07* 1.25 
Constraints 1.90* .84 3.11* .97 3.67* 1.12 
Negotiation  3.35* 1.27 2.58* 1.25 2.29* 1.33 

 
† Source: MANOVA with planned comparisons of survey data, using total sample (n = 608).  
 Note: *significantly different at p < .05 level. See Table 7-5 for first-order factors for each ٭
construct, and Table 6-8 for the items for each first-order factor.  
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Hypotheses 9a to c were then examined through the use of planned comparison tests and the 

descriptive statistics from the analysis (see Table 7-13). Hypothesis 9a, which related to the 

a priori order of how motivation levels significantly differed by respondents’ attendance 

status, was first examined. Contrasts for the motivation construct revealed that actual 

attendees were significantly (p < .05) more motivated than the other attendance statuses, 

followed by substitute attendees. Non-attendees were the least motivated. Based on these 

results Hypothesis 9a was supported. 

 

Next, Hypothesis 9b was examined. This hypothesis focused on the a priori order in which 

respondents’ attendance statuses significantly differed in terms of constraints. Contrasts 

revealed that non-attendees were significantly (p < .05) more constrained than the other 

attendance statuses, followed by substitute attendees. Those respondents who attended the 

actual event at Flemington racecourse were, significantly (p < .05), the least constrained. 

Based on these results, support was found for Hypothesis 9b.  

 

Hypothesis 9c was then examined. This hypothesis centred on the a priori order in which 

respondents’ attendance statuses significantly differed in relation to the use of negotiation 

strategies and resources towards event spectatorship. Contrasts highlighted actual attendees 

significantly (p < .05) used more negotiation strategies than the other two attendance 

statuses, followed by substitute attendees. Non-attendees, significantly (p < .05), used the 

least amount of constraint alleviating strategies. Based on these results, Hypothesis 9c was 

supported. In sum, this section has reported the results of the comparative hypotheses 

testing for this study. The results reported in this section also provide evidence of the 

known-group validity of the scaling measures developed in Chapters 5 and 6. The next 

section concludes the current chapter.  
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7.4 Chapter Summary 

Through extending the confirmatory factor model findings and collected survey data from 

Chapter 6, this chapter had two major aims. The first encompassed the examination of the 

research model and hypotheses put forth in Chapter 2. This aim was completed through five 

data analysis stages, using SEM and MANOVA. The findings from this analysis show 

plausibility of the research model and hypotheses to the study’s data set. Table 7-14 

provides a summary of the hypotheses testing results from the five data analysis stages.  

 

These results also assisted in resolving the second aim for this chapter. That is, the 

completion of the scale development process for this study. The findings in this chapter 

provide evidence of the dimensionality, nomological, predictive and known-group validity 

of the scaling measures in Chapters 5 and 6. The next chapter is centred on concluding the 

study.  
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Table 7-14 Hypotheses testing results† 
 

Structural and Mediation Hypotheses 
 
HO1 

 
The relationship between motivation and perceived constraints will be 
significant, and negative in direction. 

 
Supported 

 
HO2 

 
Motivation will have a significant negative effect on substitution 
outcome. 
 

Partially 
Supported 

HO3 Motivation will have a significant positive effect on negotiation. 
 

Supported 

HO4 Constraints will have a significant positive effect on substitution 
outcome. 

Supported 

HO5 Constraints will have a significant positive effect on negotiation. Supported 

HO6 Negotiation will have a significant positive effect on substitution 
outcome.  
 

Supported 

HO7 The relationship between constraints and substitution outcome will be 
partially mediated by negotiation. 
 

Supported 

HO8 
 

The relationship between motivation and substitution outcome will be 
partially mediated by negotiation.  
 

Rejected 
 

Comparative Hypotheses 
 
HO9a 

 
Attendance status will significantly differ in terms of motivation in the 
following way: Actual attendees will be the most motivated, followed 
by substitute attendees, with non-attendees being the least motivated.  
 

 
Supported 
 
 

HO9b Attendance status will significantly differ in terms of constraints in the 
following way: Non-attendees will be the most constrained, followed by 
substitute attendees, with actual attendees being the least constrained. 
  

Supported 

HO9c Attendance status will significantly differ in terms of negotiation in the 
following way: Actual attendees will use more negotiation strategies 
and resources, followed by substitute attendees, with non-attendees 
being less frequent in their use of negotiation.  
 

Supported 

 
† Source: Developed for this study from Chapter 2 and section 7.3.  
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CHAPTER 8 

Discussion and Conclusion 

 

8.1 Introduction 

Chapter 7 centred on examining the research model and hypotheses put forth in Chapter 2, 

through the use of SEM and MANOVA. The analysis indicated the plausibility of the 

research model to the study data set. The examination also provided evidence of the 

dimensionality, nomological, predictive and known-group validity of the scaling measures 

developed in Chapters 5 and 6. The current chapter brings the study to a close through four 

main sections. First, the questions and hypotheses for this study are discussed and 

concluded. The contributions to knowledge that this study makes are also highlighted. 

Second, the implications of the study are discussed. This section is then followed by an 

acknowledgement of the study’s limitations. Finally, future research directions arising from 

the study are provided.  

 

8.2 Conclusions and Contributions to Knowledge  

In this section, the results reported in Chapters 4, 5, 6 and 7 are evaluated with the extant 

literature in Chapters 2. This assessment assists in concluding the sub-research questions, 

hypotheses and the overarching research question for this study. A number of key 

contributions that this study makes to knowledge are highlighted.  

 

8.2.1 Sub-Research Question Conclusions 

Three sub-research questions were posed in Chapter 2 to assist in operationalising the 

constraint, negotiation and substitution outcome constructs in the research model. In 

particular, these questions sought to identify the types of constraints, negotiation strategies 
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and the key aspects behind substitution behaviour in the event spectator and substitute event 

context. Each sub-research question is concluded in this section.  

 

8.2.1.1 Conclusion to Sub-Research Question 1: Constraint Identification 

Although the identification of constraints has been undertaken in some depth in leisure 

contexts, little research has examined the types of constraints that spectators and non-

spectators to major events face (Getz, 2008; Pritchard & Funk, 2006, Pritchard et al, 2009; 

Milner et al, 2004; Kim & Chalip, 2004). Additionally, research on the types of constraints 

encountered by consumers to substitute events is scarce (Pritchard & Funk, 2006). Hence, 

the first sub-research question in this study asked: “what are the main constraint dimensions 

encountered by attendees and non-attendees to a major and / or substitute events?” 

 

The results of the constraint scale development process throughout this study provided a 

response to this question. Spectators and non-spectators to the Emirates Melbourne Cup and 

its substitutes encountered two distinct, but related higher-order dimensions of: 1) internal 

and 2) external constraints. Internal constraints included “psychological event”, 

“psychological” and “social relationship time” type barriers, while “cost” and “crowd” 

barriers were key external constraints in this study. Collectively, these findings make a 

number of confirmations, disconfirmations and additions to knowledge of constraints within 

the leisure, tourism and event spectator research fields.  

  

The higher-order constraint structure in this study supported previous research in the event 

spectator (e.g., Pritchard et al, 2009) and leisure constraint contexts (e.g., Francken & van 

Raaij, 1981; Henderson et al, 1989; Searle & Jackson, 1995a). However, the findings 

contrasted with Crawford and Godbey’s (1987) popular leisure constraint classification 

model, where constraints comprised three distinct categories of: 1) intrapersonal, 2) 
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interpersonal, and 3) structural barriers. The competing model higher-order factor analysis 

in phase 4 (Chapter 7) indicated that Crawford and Godbey’s (1987) structure did not “fit” 

the current data set.  

 

“Psychological event constraints” in the study related to internal or intrapersonal type 

barriers associated with the event. For example, respondents reported having no interest in 

the event or horseracing, and personal perceptions of the alcohol consumption and gambling 

at the event. Meanwhile, “psychological constraints” reflected more general, internal 

barriers that a consumer could possibly encounter in everyday or in other leisure activities, 

such as personal health, confidence, stress, and patience levels.  

 

The identification of these two psychological constraint types provided some confirmation 

of the findings from previous event spectatorship constraint studies. For instance, spectators 

to a major league baseball competition in Pritchard et al’s (2009) study encountered two 

types of psychological constraints: 1) event attendance being a low priority due to personal 

reasons, and 2) physical barriers such as being too tired and health concerns. Milner’s et al 

(2004) study also found two main psychological constraints behind why some 

Melbournians in Australia had not attended a special event over a five year period: 1) 

individuals having no interest in the event, and 2) health issues. Moreover, in combination, 

the psychological constraints recognised in this study provided support to the results of 

previous leisure studies. That is, “individual / psychological” (e.g., Alexandris & Carroll, 

1997b), “intrapersonal” (e.g., Crawford & Godbey, 1987; Jackson et al, 1993) and 

“personal reasons” (see Jackson, 1993) are frequently identified constraint factors within 

individuals’ leisure decisions.  
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Another internal constraint factor in this study comprised “social relationship time 

constraints”. This dimension mainly related to a combination of: a) time barriers, and b) the 

impact of consumers’ interpersonal responsibilities and commitments (i.e., to their families, 

friends, work colleagues and other social relationships) in their spectatorship decisions. In 

singularity, interpersonal and time constraints are common dimensions that have surfaced in 

previous leisure (see Jackson, 2000; Alexandris & Carroll, 1997b), tourism (e.g., Hinch & 

Jackson, 2000; Blazey, 1987; Coughlan, 1997; Davis & Prentice, 1995; Haukeland, 1990) 

and event spectator (e.g., Pritchard et al, 2009; Milner et al, 2004) research. Time 

constraints are often conceptualised as external or structural type barriers that intervene 

between preference and participation outcomes (Crawford & Godbey, 1987). Interpersonal 

or social relationship type constraints are usually classed as barriers that are positioned 

between individuals’ internal and structural constraints (Crawford & Godbey, 1987; 

Jackson et al, 1993). The reason why these constraint types are combined or related in this 

study could be contextual. For instance, the Emirates Melbourne Cup and its substitutes 

take place during a weekday, and for most celebrations, the best part of the day or 

afternoon. Respondents may have had more work, family and social relationship 

commitments that impacted on the amount of time that they had or could have had at the 

actual or substitute event, than if the major event was held on a weekend day.  

 

One of the external constraint factors in this study comprised “cost”. This constraint related 

to the expense and other monetary factors associated with spectatorship towards the major 

and / or substitute event. Financial constraints are another common dimension identified in 

previous leisure (see Jackson, 1993; Alexandris & Carroll, 1997b), tourism (e.g., Blazey, 

1987; Coughlan, 1997; Davis & Prentice, 1995; Haukeland, 1990) and event spectator (e.g., 

Milner et al, 2004; Kim & Chalip, 2004; Pritchard et al, 2009) research. The cost factors in 

this study reflected elements that have been identified in existing event spectator constraint 
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research, such as the purchase of tickets or admission (e.g., Pritchard et al, 2009; Kim & 

Chalip, 2004) and more general financial commitments that a consumer may have in daily 

life (e.g., Milner et al, 2004). There was also a more contextual cost factor that related to the 

fashion element of the Emirates Melbourne Cup event. That is, the impact of potential 

expenses associated with buying a special outfit or hat to wear to an event celebration on 

spectatorship decisions. Although this cost element has not surfaced within spectator 

constraint studies to date, it could be equivalent to the potential expense associated with 

buying team colours, jerseys and other merchandise in spectatorship decisions towards 

sporting events (i.e., to football, soccer and baseball fixtures).   

 

The impact and perception of the “crowd” at the actual and / or substitute event on 

respondents’ spectatorship decisions was the other external constraint in this study. In 

particular, barriers related to the crowd’s size and behaviour on viewing the event, and on 

accessing the event venue and facilities (including parking and transport). This constraint 

type confirmed previous spectator research findings, and provided an addition to knowledge 

in terms of the association and impact of crowds on event accessibility. For instance, 

Milner’s et al (2004) study identified that: a) a dislike of crowds, and b) distance and access 

were key elements behind event non-attendance. Likewise, the results of Pritchard et al’s 

(2009) investigation indicated that: a) limited access, and b) travel barriers (i.e., parking and 

transport) were common constraints behind continuing major league baseball spectatorship. 

In addition, accessibility problems, including the influence of crowding, have also been a 

frequent constraint factor in consumers’ leisure decisions (see Alexandris & Carroll, 1997b; 

Jackson, 1993). The next section concludes the second sub-research question in this study. 

 

8.2.1.2 Conclusion to Sub-Research Question 2: Negotiation Identification 

While research in the leisure field has begun to investigate the types of strategies and 
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resources that consumers’ use to negotiate constraints towards participation (e.g., Kay & 

Jackson, 1991; Scott, 1991; Samdahl & Jekubovich, 1997; Henderson et al, 1995; 

Alexandris, Kouthouris & Girgolas, 2007; Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; Jackson & Rucks, 

1995), a paucity of research exists on identifying the main ways in which consumers 

overcome or alleviate constraints towards event spectatorship (Getz, 2008; Pritchard & 

Funk, 2006). As such, the second sub-research question in this study was posed as: “what 

are the main negotiation dimensions implemented by attendees and non-attendees to a 

major event and / or substitute events?” 

 

The findings throughout the negotiation scale development process in this study assisted in 

answering this question. The content analysis in phase 1 (Chapter 4) recognised that 

respondents mainly used five negotiation methods in their decisions towards spectatorship 

at the Emirates Melbourne Cup and / or substitute celebrations: 1) “time management”, 2) 

“financial”, 3) “social relationship co-ordination”, 4) “activity compromise”, and 5) “prior 

knowledge”. Referring to the conceptualisations by Jackson and Rucks (1995), each of 

these strategies were “behavioural” rather than “cognitive” in nature. That is, these 

strategies resulted in an observable change in behaviour and the adjustment of leisure and 

non-leisure activities (Jackson & Rucks, 1995).  

 

These qualitative findings were then used in phases 2 (Chapter 5) and 3 (Chapter 6) to build 

and administer a scale to measure the frequency of negotiation strategies in consumers’ 

spectatorship decisions. The quantitative analysis in phases 3 and 4 (Chapter 7) then 

identified that respondents mainly used two distinct, yet correlated negotiation dimensions 

of: 1) “resource sacrifice” and 2) “prior knowledge”. Together, these results provided some 

confirmation and addition to knowledge of the types and structure of negotiation strategies 

and resources in the leisure and tourism research fields. Furthermore, reflecting on the 
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dearth of research on the ways in which event spectators negotiate constraints, the results in 

this study provided an addition to knowledge in this field.  

 

The resource sacrifice negotiation dimension included elements of time management, 

financial and social relationship co-ordination strategies. In this study, “time management” 

reflected the ways in which consumers’ organised their time in order to overcome or 

alleviate the impacts of constraints on spectatorship decisions. For instance, respondents 

reported: a) planning, prioritising and making allowances in other areas of the lives, b) 

adjusting the time that they arrived or departed the event, and c) working hard to 

accomplish tasks (i.e., work and domestic commitments) so that they could have more time 

at the event.  

 

This strategy and tactics provided some confirmation of the findings in previous leisure and 

tourism negotiation studies. Time management has been a frequent negotiation dimension 

within a number of leisure decisions (see Hubbard Mannell, 2001; Son et al, 2008; Loucks-

Atkinson & Mannell, 2007; Alexandris, Kouthouris & Girgolas, 2007; Elkins & Beggs, 

2007). Jackson and Rucks (1995) also noted that Canadian high school students negotiated 

some of the constraints within their leisure decisions by modifying the use of non-leisure 

time. In addition, Little (1997, 2000, 2002) recognised that women prioritised and managed 

their work and domestic chore time to facilitate participation in adventure recreation 

pursuits. Kay and Jackson (1991) also indicated in their study that individuals reduced the 

amount of time that they spent on household and work tasks to enable more leisure 

participation. These authors also reported that individuals, in alleviating constraints, 

reduced the amount of time that they spent participating in the general leisure activity itself 

(Kay & Jackson, 1991). Similarly, Yau et al (2004) commented that Asian disabled tourists 
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often forsake certain activities so that they could have extra time to return to assembly 

points.  

 

A second element in the resource sacrifice negotiation dimension was the use of financial 

management tactics. “Financial” strategies in this study involved the organisation of 

monetary funds so that constraints on spectatorship decisions towards the actual and / or 

substitute major event could be lessened or overcome. In particular, respondents: a) saved, 

budgeted or borrowed money, b) attended a cheaper aspect of the venue, or c) sourced free 

or discounted entry to the event. They also made sacrifices in others areas of their spending 

to enable event spectatorship. This dimension provided a confirmation of previous 

negotiation research. Financial or “improving finance” strategies are often another common 

negotiation factor that has been recognised in a number of leisure  (e.g., Hubbard & 

Mannell, 2001; Son et al, 2008; Elkins & Beggs, 2007; Jackson & Rucks, 1995; Loucks-

Atkinson & Mannell, 2007) and tourist (see Daniels et al, 2005) decisions. In particular, 

some of the key elements in this dimension provided support to the results in Kay and 

Jackson’s (1991) study. These authors identified that in order to participate in general 

leisure activities, respondents: a) saved money, b) tried to find the cheapest opportunity, and 

c) made other non-leisure related economies.  

 

The final element in the resource sacrifice negotiation dimension was “social relationship 

co-ordination”. This strategy related to how consumers’ organised their social or 

interpersonal relationships to overcome or alleviate the influence of constraints on 

spectatorship. For instance, respondents: a) synchronised their schedules and plans with 

others, b) sourced a partner and / or social group members, and c) enlisted partners and / or 

family members to share in completing daily chores. This dimension and tactics provided 

some support to previous negotiation findings. For instance, studies have reported the use of 
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“interpersonal co-ordination” (Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; Son et al, 2008), “changing 

interpersonal relations” (Loucks-Atkinson & Mannell, 2007; Jackson & Rucks, 1995), the 

“support of their friends” (James, 2000), “co-ordinating time with others” (Samdahl & 

Jekubovich, 1997), “finding partners” (Alexandris, Kouthouris & Girgolas, 2007), sourcing 

“travel companions” (Daniels et al, 2005), and the altering and adjustment of group 

membership schedules and commitments (Scott, 1991) within a number of leisure and 

tourism decision contexts.  

 

At this point in concluding the second sub-research question for this study, it is important to 

briefly discuss the use of “activity compromise” within some respondents’ spectatorship 

decisions. This dimension was prominent within the qualitative findings in phase 1. In 

addition, an element of this dimension (“I changed my plans and attended the event so that 

someone close to me could go”) was also present within the resource sacrifice negotiation 

factor in the early analysis stages in phase 3. However, the item was not included in the 

final resource sacrifice negotiation factor structure, as it loaded poorly during the 

confirmatory factor model re-specification in phase 3. 

 

Activity compromise related to consumers who did not have a particular interest or desire 

towards going to the event, but compromised on an intended activity and went to the 

Emirates Melbourne Cup or its substitutes. These consumers mainly implemented this 

strategy: a) to be with someone close to them, b) because their partner or a social 

relationship member wanted them to go, or c) because they were offered a free ticket or 

entry by a social relationship member. In some respects, these respondents became a 

negotiation method for other consumers who were faced with “absent” social relationship 

constraints (i.e., a lack of partner). This dimension provided some support to the findings of 

previous qualitative leisure studies (e.g., Samdahl & Jekubovich, 1997; Little, 1997, 2000, 
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2002). In particular, elements of the activity compromise dimension in this study 

complemented the findings reported in Samdahl and Jekubovich (1997). These authors, in 

understanding the leisure choices and patterns of residents in a Pacific Northwest (USA) 

town, commented that some participants engaged in activities that they might not otherwise 

choose or take pleasure from, just for the sake of being and enjoying time with their partner.  

Considering the conflicting qualitative and quantitative results in this study, it would appear 

that further research could be undertaken to determine the frequency and generalisability of 

this strategy in event spectators and non-spectators decisions as a collective. That is, the re-

administration of the final negotiation scale in phase 3 to a new event spectator context, 

with the inclusion of the activity compromise scale items developed in phase 2 of this study. 

Furthermore, future research could consider examining the constraint negotiation process of 

those individuals who compromise on an intended activity. This endeavour could provide 

additional insights and complexity to Jackson’s et al (1993) ‘balance’ propositions, 

particularly as these individuals have no particular interest towards the compromised 

activity, yet still participate.  

 

The final negotiation dimension in this study involved “prior knowledge”. This strategy 

involved consumers’ negotiating constraints to event spectatorship through applying 

elements gained from previous experiences of the Emirates Melbourne Cup celebrations 

and / or from other major events. This knowledge was derived either from direct 

experiences of the event by the respondents and / or through the experiences of others close 

to the participant. The use of knowledge has become an emerging strategy within a number 

of previous leisure and tourism negotiation strategies. For instance, Alexandris, Kouthouris 

and Girgolas (2007) reported that recreational skiers negotiated some constraints to 

participation by improving knowledge and acquiring information regarding snow resorts. In 

addition, Scott (1991) commented that individuals negotiated constraints towards 
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participating the game of contact bridge by acquiring information about limited play 

opportunities. Similarly, Daniels et al (2005) reported that disabled tourists negotiated 

constraints by engaging information-gathering techniques to assist in a “smooth” and 

uneventful travel to a destination.  

 

The identification of prior knowledge in this study provided some confirmation of this 

previous research, but also slightly differed from these results. For some respondents, this 

negotiation element was instinctive. That is, respondents appeared to have already obtained 

and searched for information before they entered an event spectatorship decision-making 

process. This slight deviation in the use and definition of knowledge negotiation in previous 

studies could be contextual in this study, possibly due to the long, annual, history of the 

Emirates Melbourne Cup in Australia. However, it could be comparable to those consumers 

who repeat the same leisure and recreation activity decisions or those who go to the same 

vacation destination every year (e.g., people who are involved in timeshare or vacation 

ownership).  

 

Furthermore, the structure of negotiation in this study (i.e., resource sacrifice and prior 

knowledge) provided an addition to knowledge in the leisure and tourism fields. Although 

previous studies (e.g., Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; Alexandris, Kouthouris & Girgolas, 

2007; Jackson & Rucks, 1995; Loucks-Atkinson & Mannell, 2007; Son et al, 2008; Elkins 

& Beggs, 2007) have begun to quantitatively examine the composition of negotiation in 

leisure contexts, research has yet to examine and verify the latent structure of the construct 

(Alexandris, Kouthouris & Girgolas, 2007). Similarly, research in the tourism field thus far 

has taken a qualitative approach to understanding the key elements of negotiation (see 

Daniels et al, 2005; Yau et al, 2004). However, further research is needed to ascertain 

whether the latent negotiations structure in this study is specific to the event spectatorship 
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and Emirates Melbourne Cup context or if it is applicable in leisure and tourism constraint 

decisions. Next, the third sub-research question for this study is concluded.  

 

8.2.1.3 Conclusion to Sub-Research Question 3: Aspects behind Substitution  

            Choice 

Research on the concept of substitution in the event spectator context has mainly focused on 

the economic ramifications of this behaviour on media consumption and live spectatorship 

figures (e.g., Bambridge et al, 1996; Katz et al, 1997; Schofield, 1983; Zhang & Smith, 

1997), rather than on the result of a choice in a decision process (Pritchard & Funk, 2006). 

In addition, previous studies using the theory of substitutability framework have speculated 

that the main reasons behind the choice of a substitute activity relates to the derivation of 

benefits and outcomes that a consumer perceives to be acceptably equivalent to the original 

activity (see Brunson & Shelby, 1993, O’Leary et al, 1974, Iso-Ahola, 1986; Hendee & 

Burdge, 1974). These benefits and outcomes are often implied to equate and satisfy 

participants’ motives, needs and preferences of the original activity (Hendee & Burdge, 

1974; O’Leary et al, 1974). Moreover, these studies have been inclined to understand the 

equivalency of a range of activities in regards to hypothetical behaviour, rather than actual 

substitution (Brunson & Shelby, 1993; Vaske et al, 1990).  Research has yet to empirically 

verify the key aspects in alternative activities that prompt consumers to choose to partake in 

them. Hence, the third sub-research question in this study asked: “what are the aspects in 

the choice of substitution outcome behaviour?” 

 

The results from the substitution outcome scale development process in this study provided 

an answer to this question. Those respondents who attended substitute events selected 

venues because they offered an opportunity to derive similar benefits and outcomes that 

were either remembered or imagined of the event experience at the Emirates Melbourne 
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Cup at Flemington racecourse. The benefits and outcomes, that adequately satisfied their 

spectatorship motives, needs and preferences, included socialisation, excitement, 

entertainment, enjoyment, convenience and cost-effectiveness. These findings provided 

some confirmation to the speculations within the theory of substitutability, as well as 

additions to knowledge in terms of the key aspects in the choice of substitution activities. 

Similarly, the results provided an addition to knowledge of substitution choice in the event 

spectator field. The next section concludes each of the hypotheses for this study.  

 

8.2.2 Hypotheses Conclusions 

Chapter 2 detailed a research model to predict and understand consumers’ constraint 

negotiation processes towards spectatorship at a substitute major event. Hubbard and 

Mannell’s (2001) constraint-effects-mitigation model was adapted and extended through 

incorporating previous research and components of Jackson’s et al (1993) negotiation and 

Iso-Ahola’s (1986) substitution behaviour propositions. As such, a number of, concurrent, 

structural and mediation relationships between the constructs of motivation, constraints, 

negotiation and substitution outcome were hypothesised (HO1 to 8). In addition, a number 

of comparative hypotheses (HO9a to 9c) were developed to assist in further validating the 

model relationships. The competing model SEM approach in Chapter 7 indicated that the 

research model in Chapter 2 provided a good fit to the current data set. This section 

concludes each hypothesis, and ultimately the research model for this study by comparing 

the results in Chapters 4 and 7 with extant literature in Chapter 2. The contributions that 

each hypothesis makes to knowledge are also noted. To assist in discussing and concluding 

each hypothesis, Figure 8-1 provides the hypothesised model from Chapter 2 with the 

inclusion of a summary of results from Chapters 4 and 7.  
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Key: 
  = Results of SEM; analysis did support Hypothesis. 
  = Results of SEM; analysis did not support Hypothesis. 
  = Results of MANOVA (HO9a to 9c); analysis did support Hypothesis.  
  = Results of Content Analysis; provided insights into  

                               Hypothesis. 

‘-’ 
(HO1) 

‘+’ 
(HO3) 

‘+’ 
(HO5) 

‘+’ 
(HO6) 

(HO4) 
‘+’ 

‘-’ 
(HO2) 

 
Substitution 

Outcome 

Negotiation 
- Resource Sacrifice 
- Prior Knowledge 

(HO7 & 8) 

Constraints 
- Internal 
- External 

 
Motivation 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 8-1 Hypothesised constraint negotiation process and substitution outcome model with merged summary of results†٭ 
 
† Source: Developed for this study from Chapters 2, 4 and 7.  
 Note: Eclipses represent latent constructs. Single-headed arrows indicate direction of the relationships between constructs. Double-headed arrows represent ٭
correlation or reciprocal relationship between constructs. ‘+’ signifies positive relationship, while ‘-’denotes a negative relationship. The figure moves from left to 
right.
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8.2.2.1 Relationship between Motivation and Constraints 

In this study, it was hypothesised that relationship between motivation and constraints 

would be negative and reciprocal (HO1). That is, the more motivated individuals were 

towards actual major event spectatorship, the less likely they were to encounter high 

constraints, and vice versa. The results in this study provided support to this relationship. 

For instance, the path estimate between the constructs in the structural equation model was 

negative and significant (φ -.69, p < .001). Further validation of this relationship was 

obtained through inspecting the MANOVA results involving the constructs of motivation 

and constraints (HO9a & 9b). Actual and substitute attendees, on average, were more 

motivated towards the Emirates Melbourne Cup at Flemington racecourse and encountered 

fewer constraints than non-attendees. These findings provided some confirmation to the 

results of Carroll and Alexandris’ (1997) study, which reported a negative relationship 

between motivation and constraints. The results for this predicted relationship also 

confirmed previous leisure research and theorisations that have suggested that motivation 

and constraints interact to inform behaviour preferences and outcomes (e.g., Crawford et al, 

1991; Crompton & McKay, 1997; Huston & Ashmore, 1986; Iso-Ahola, 1980, 1982, 1989; 

Jackson et al, 1993). 

 

As a result of the interactions between motivation and constraints, it was hypothesised that 

these constructs would have direct and indirect effects on substitution outcome through 

negotiation. The study also hypothesised that motivation and constraints would have direct 

effects on negotiation. In addition, it was predicted that negotiation would have a direct 

effect on substitution outcome, independent of the influence of motivation and constraints. 

The hypothesised direct effects of motivation and constraints, respectively, on substitution 

outcome are concluded first.  
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8.2.2.2 Direct Effect of Constraints on Substitution Outcome 

The study predicted that constraints would have a direct, positive, effect on substitution 

outcome (HO4). The more constraints an individual faces, dependent on the level of 

motivation towards actual major event spectatorship, the more likely an individual will 

attend a substitute event. The findings in this study provided support to this hypothesis. The 

path estimate between constraints and substitution outcome in the structural model was 

positive and significant (β .15, p < .001). The results of the MANOVA analysis further 

verified this relationship (HO9a & b). Considering the motivation levels and attendance 

status of the three groups, substitute attendees on average experienced higher levels of 

constraints, which influenced them towards attending an alternative major event experience.  

 

This supported direct, positive, relationship of constraints on substitution outcome 

confirmed, in part, previous leisure constraint research. For example, the findings in Kay 

and Jackson (1991) and Shaw et al (1991) concluded that for some individuals the more 

constraints that they encountered, the more likely they are to participate in an activity. In 

addition, this finding provided empirical evidence to one of Iso-Ahola’s (1986) substitution 

outcome propositions17. Iso-Ahola (1986) speculated that the more constrained individuals 

are in relation to the intended activity, the more likely and willing individuals are to 

substitute, depending on their psychological investment (i.e., motivation) in the intended 

activity.  

 

8.2.2.3 Direct Effect of Motivation on Substitution Outcome 

The study also predicted that motivation would have a direct, negative, effect on 

substitution outcome (HO2). That is, dependent on the interaction with constraints, the more 

motivated individuals were towards actual major event spectatorship, the less likely they 

                                                 
17 Postulate 1, Corollary 3 to Derivation 1; Postulate 2, Derivation 8 in Iso-Ahola (1986).  
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would be to attend a substitute event. Support for this relationship was mixed in this study. 

The qualitative results in this study found that those consumers who were highly motivated 

towards attending the Emirates Melbourne Cup, as well as those who were extremely 

disinterested in the major event were less likely to consider spectatorship at a substitute 

event. Similar findings were also established from the MANOVA analysis (HO9a). In 

addition, the correlation between motivation and substitution outcome in the measurement 

model, although weak, was statistically significant and in the predicted direction (Ф -.06, p 

< .05). However, the path estimate between these constructs in the structural model, with 

the inclusion and influence of constraints and negotiation, was in the predicted direction but 

insignificant (β -.13, p > .001).   

 

The qualitative, comparative and correlation findings in this study provided some 

verification to one of Iso-Ahola’s (1986) substitution behaviour propositions18. In other 

words, those who are more psychologically invested in partaking in the intended activity (as 

a result of the interaction between motivation and constraints) are less willing to substitute. 

In addition, the insignificant direct effect of motivation on substitution outcome confirmed, 

in part, the findings of previous leisure constraint negotiation research. For instance, 

Hubbard and Mannell’s (2001) and Son’s et al (2008) studies failed to find support for the 

direct relationship between motivation and participation in their structural models. Both 

studies concluded that motivation and participation outcome was clearly mediated by 

negotiation. These authors also indicated that a possible reason behind the insignificant 

relationship could be attributed to the global, two-item, measurement of motivation. 

However, the path result in this study contrasted with the findings of previous leisure 

studies (e.g., Loucks-Atkinson & Mannell, 2007; Carroll & Alexandris, 1997; Alexandris, 

Kouthouris & Girgolas, 2007) and existing knowledge that motivation should directly relate 

with behaviour (see Alexandris et al, 2002; Iso-Ahola, 1989). 
                                                 
18 Postulate 1, Corollary 1 to Derivation 3 in Iso-Ahola (1986).  
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A potential reason for this insignificant path finding in this study could be attributed to the 

measurement of motivation. This potential limitation is discussed further in section 8.4. 

Another reason could relate to: a) a central characteristics of substitute major events, b) the 

more immediate antecedent role that motivation could play to the constraints negotiation 

process, and c) whether the option of spectatorship at a substitute event is even included in 

some consumers decisions.  

 

The focal point of many substitute major events is the actual event itself. Hence, consumers 

must have some level of motivation, desire or interest in the actual major event for them to 

consider entering a decision or constraint negotiation process towards spectatorship. Those 

consumers who have low or no interests in the actual major event are unlikely to enter a 

decision process towards spectatorship, and as such the option of substitute event 

attendance is not a consideration. Similarly, those who have very high interest in the actual 

major event are likely to enter a decision process, with the substitute event attendance not 

being an option due to their intense motivation towards the actual major event.  

 

For those who have low-medium-high interest in the actual major event are likely to enter a 

decision process with substitute event attendance could be a spectatorship option. However, 

it is possible that consumers do not begin the constraint negotiation process with an 

immediate desire towards attending a substitute event. Rather, as the insignificant 

relationship in the model illustrates, spectatorship at a substitute event by some consumers 

is the outcome of negotiation, depending on their motivation towards the actual major 

event. Nevertheless, considering the contrasting findings in this study and in previous 

constraint negotiation studies, it appears that further research is required to clarify the direct 

role of motivation on participation (including substitution) in the constraint negotiation 

process.  
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8.2.2.4 Direct Effect of Motivation and Constraints on Negotiation  

The study also hypothesised, depending on the interaction between motivation and 

constraints that these constructs would each have a direct, positive, effect on negotiation 

(HO3 & 5). That is, both motivation and constraints would “trigger” the use of negotiation. 

These predicted relationships were supported in this study. The effect of motivation on 

negotiation is concluded first.  

 

The path estimates between these constructs in the structural model was positive and 

significant (γ .84, p < .001). The results of the MANOVA analysis involving these 

constructs also provided further verification of this direct effect (HO9a & c). The more 

motivated respondents were, the more negotiation strategies and resources they 

implemented. Furthermore, the direct effect of motivation on negotiation was stronger than 

the direct effect of motivation on substitution outcome (β -.13, p > .001). That is, motivation 

was likely to trigger more use of negotiation than a participation outcome.  

 

Similar findings can be concluded for the direct effect of constraints on negotiation. The 

path estimate between these constructs in the structural model was positive and significant 

(γ .48, p < .001). The MANOVA results also provided some support to this relationship 

(HO9a-c). Taking into account the motivation levels and attendance status of the three 

groups, those respondents who were more constrained employed greater negotiation efforts. 

In addition, constraints were more likely to activate the use of negotiation than a 

substitution behavioural outcome. That is, the influence of constraints on negotiation was 

more intense than the direct effect on substitution outcome (β .24, p < .001). The results 

also revealed that external constraints (Λχ .86, p < .001; internal constraints [Λχ .69, p < 

.001]) triggered slightly more use of resource sacrifice negotiation strategies (Λy .80, p < 

.001) than prior knowledge (Λy .74, p < .001). This relationship appears to be plausible 
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considering the composition of the external constraints and resource sacrifice negotiation 

constructs. External constraints in this study related to cost and crowd barriers, while 

resource sacrifice negotiation reflected the organisation of time, finance and social 

relationships.  

 

The supported direct effects of motivation and constraints on negotiation in this study 

provided some confirmation to previous constraint negotiation research in the leisure 

context. Both Hubbard and Mannell’s (2001) and Loucks-Atkinson and Mannell’s (2007) 

studies reported that constraints and motivation “triggered” the use of negotiation in their 

structural models. Moreover, both motivation and constraints were likely to activate 

negotiation than a participation outcome (Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; Loucks-Atkinson & 

Mannell, 2007). The results of these predicted relationships in this study also provided 

confirmation of part of Jackson’s et al (1993) balance propositions19. That is, the initiation 

of negotiation is the result of the relative strength of, and interactions between motivation 

and constraints on participating in the activity. In addition, the further analysis of the direct 

effect of constraints on negotiation provided an addition to knowledge, as research has yet 

to examine which constraint types trigger the use of negotiation strategies.  

  

8.2.2.5 Indirect Effect of Motivation and Constraints on Substitution Outcome  

            through Negotiation 

Motivation and constraints were also predicted in this study to each have indirect effects on 

substitution outcome through negotiation (HO7 & 8). In other words, negotiation was 

hypothesised to partially mediate the relationship between motivation and substitution 

outcome, and constraints and substitution outcome. The predicted indirect effect of 

motivation on substitution outcome is concluded first (HO8).  

                                                 
19 Proposition 6 stated in Jackson et al (1993; p. 9). 
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Reflecting on the insignificant direct effect of motivation on substitution outcome (β -.13, p 

> .001), the results indicated that negotiation fully, rather than partially, mediated the 

relationship between these constructs. The indirect effect of these relationships (motivation 

 negotiation  substitution outcome, .49) was stronger than the direct effect of 

motivation on substitution outcome. More specifically, the findings indicated that 

spectatorship at a substitute event in this study was more likely the result of motivation 

(depending on the interaction with constraints) activating the use of negotiation strategies 

and resources.  

 

This fully mediated relationship finding provided some confirmation of the results in 

previous constraint negotiation studies. The research conducted by Hubbard and Mannell 

(2001) and Son et al (2008) indicated that negotiation fully mediated the relationship 

between motivation and participation outcome. However, the finding in this study 

contradicted with the results of other studies. For example, Alexandris, Kouthouris and 

Girgolas (2007) and Loucks-Atkinson and Mannell (2007) both reported that motivation 

and participation were partially mediated by negotiation. A possible reason for this 

contradiction in this study, as also noted in Hubbard and Mannell’s (2001) and Son’s et al 

(2008) studies and in section 8.2.2.3, is the measurement of motivation. In view of the 

unsupported predicted relationship in this study and the conflict with and between previous 

investigations further research is warranted to clarify the mediating role that negotiation 

plays between motivation and participation outcomes, including substitution.  

 

Conversely, the results in this study provided support of the predicted partial mediating 

effect of negotiation on constraints and substitution outcome (HO7). The indirect effect of 

these relationships (constraints  negotiation  substitution outcome, .27) was stronger 

than the direct relationship of constraints on substitution outcome (β .15, p < .001). 
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Although constraints (depending on the interaction with motivation) directly increased the 

opportunity for a substitution outcome, spectatorship at a substitute event was more likely 

the result of an outcome of negotiation triggered by constraints.  

 

This finding provided some support to the results of previous constraint negotiation 

research. Both Hubbard and Mannell’s (2001) and Loucks-Atkinson and Mannell’s (2007) 

SEM findings indicated that the relationship between constraints and a participation 

outcome was partially mediated by the use of negotiation. Similarly, Alexandris, Barkoukis 

and Tsorbatzoudis’ (2007) study provided an indication of this indirect effect. Although the 

study was positioned within the theory of planned behaviour framework, the results 

suggested that “perceived behavioural control” (which is somewhat similar to the concept 

of negotiation) partially mediated the effects of constraints on participation. Furthermore, 

the collective findings of the indirect relationships of motivation and constraints on 

substitution outcome through negotiation provided support to Jackson’s et al (1993) balance 

proposition. That is to say, the initiation and outcome of negotiation is the result of the 

strength and interaction between motivation and constraints on participation.  

 

8.2.2.6 Direct Effect of Negotiation on Substitution Outcome.  

The study also hypothesised that negotiation had a direct, positive, effect on substitution 

outcome (HO6). In other words, negotiation influenced the likelihood of a substitution 

outcome, independent of the triggering effect of motivation and constraints. Support was 

found for this predicted effect in this study. The path estimate in the structural model was 

significant and in the predicted direction (β .57, p < .001). The MANOVA results also 

provided some verification of this relationship (HO9c). Those people who attended an event 

celebration (i.e., actual and substitute attendees) used more negotiation strategies and 

resources than non-attendees.  
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Moreover, the direct effect path weighting in the structural model was stronger than each of 

the indirect effects of constraints on substitution outcome (constraints  negotiation  

substitution outcome, .27), and motivation on substitution outcome (motivation  

negotiation  substitution outcome, .49). Hence, this finding would suggest that it is 

possible for some resources and strategies in consumers’ spectatorship decisions to 

“negotiatory”, while others are “facilitatory”. Negotiatory strategies and resources, 

reflecting on Jackson’s et al (1993) balance proposition, would require the activation via 

motivation and constraints on spectatorship (Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; Son et al, 2008). 

Facilitatory strategies would exist in the decision process and assist in spectatorship, 

independent of the consumer’s motivation and the constraints that they encounter (Hubbard 

& Mannell, 2001; Son et al, 2008).  

 

For example, based on the conclusion in section 8.2.2.4, it is possible that some resource 

sacrifice strategies in this study could be negotiatory, as external constraints triggered more 

use of these methods than prior knowledge strategies. Additionally, it is possible that some 

prior knowledge strategies are facilitatory methods in respondents’ decisions in this study. 

That is, the prior knowledge construct in this study reflected, for some respondents, an 

instinctual, already obtained knowledge of what to expect towards attending the Emirates 

Melbourne Cup and / or its substitute events.  

 

These findings provided some confirmation of previous research and discussions in the 

leisure constraint field. The SEM models in Hubbard and Mannell (2001), Son et al (2008) 

and Loucks-Atkinson (2007) all indicated that negotiation had a significant, direct 

relationship on a participation outcome. In addition, the possibility of negotiatory and 

facilitatory strategies reflected the comments made by Samdahl and their colleague 

(Samdahl, 2005; Samdahl & Jekubovich, 1997) and other researchers (Hubbard & Mannell, 
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2001; Son et al, 2008). Samdahl and Jekubovich (1997) argued that if the term 

“negotiation” is used freely to define any method that assists in overcoming constraints and 

facilitates participation, it is likely that the advancement of the theory and understanding 

consumers constraint negotiation processes could be greatly hindered. Based on this 

criticism and the results in this study, further research is warranted to determine which 

strategies are negotiatory, which are facilitatory, and which strategies provide a dual role in 

consumers’ decisions.  

 

8.2.2.7 Differences between Motivation, Constraints and Negotiation by  

           Attendance Status 

The comparative hypotheses in this study were designed to further verify the relationships 

in the structural model, and have been discussed in part throughout the previous conclusion 

sections. However, it is important that these hypotheses are briefly concluded. The results 

from these hypotheses provided further insights into consumers’ constraint negotiation 

processes towards spectatorship at the major and substitute events. Collectively, the 

comparative findings provided confirmation and additions to knowledge in the leisure 

constraint and event spectator fields.  

 

The study hypothesised that actual, substitute and non-attendees to the Emirates Melbourne 

Cup would significantly differ in terms of motivation, constraints and negotiation levels 

(HO9a to 9c). More specifically, it was hypothesised that in comparison to the other two 

attendance statuses, actual attendees would: a) be the most motivated, b) encounter fewer 

constraints, and c) use more negotiation strategies and resources. Conversely, it was 

hypothesised that non-attendees would: a) be the least motivated, b) encounter the most 

constrained, and c) employ the least negotiation efforts. Substitute attendees were predicted, 

in comparison with actual and non-attendees, to be: a) moderately motivated, b) moderately 
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constraints, and c) use moderate levels of negotiation. The MANOVA results in Chapter 7 

indicated support for these hypotheses.  

 

In terms of event spectator research, the comparative analysis results provided an addition 

to knowledge. While studies in this field have examined the differences in motivation 

between segments of “actual” event attendees (e.g., Faulkner et al, 199; Scott, 1996; Uysal 

et al, 1993), studies have yet to examine the differences in motivation, constraints and 

negotiation strategies between spectators and non-spectators, including those who attend 

substitute events. For the leisure constraint research field, these comparative results 

provided confirmations and additions to knowledge. The differences between spectators 

(i.e., actual and substitute attendees) and non-spectators in terms of constraints and the use 

of negotiation supported the results of previous leisure constraint research. That is, 

participants are often the least constrained and non-participants are the most constrained 

(e.g., Raedeke & Burton, 1997; Alexandris & Carroll, 1997ab). Moreover, previous 

research has indicated that participants use more negotiation strategies than non-participants 

(e.g., Elkins & Beggs, 2007). The findings also make an addition to knowledge as leisure 

constraint research has yet to examine the differences in constraints, negotiation and 

motivation levels between subsets of participant and non-participants, including those who 

substitute activities (Alexandris, Kouthouris & Girgolas, 2007).  

 

Together, the results of the hypotheses testing and research model in this study made a 

number of contributions to knowledge. First, the results provided an addition to knowledge 

in the leisure constraint theory, the theory of substitutability and the event spectator 

research fields in terms of the constraint negotiation process and the outcome of 

substitution. Second, the results provided empirical support to Jackson’s et al (1993; p. 4) 

proposition that participation: “is dependent not on the absence of constraints (although this 
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may be true for some people), but on negotiation through them. Such negotiations may 

modify rather than foreclose participation”. Third, the results provided an addition to 

knowledge in the event spectator field, in terms of the application and empirical support of 

Jackson’s et al (1993) balance proposition and some of Iso-Ahola’s (1986) substitution 

behaviour tenets. Fourth, the findings provided an addition to knowledge in the leisure 

constraint framework, as research has yet to empirically examine the relationship between 

motivation and constraints, in conjunction with negotiation and a behavioural outcome. 

Finally, the results verified Hubbard and Mannell’s (2002) constraints-effects-mitigation 

model structure beyond a leisure setting. Based on the findings discussed in this chapter 

section thus far, the overarching research question for this study is concluded next.  

 

8.2.3 Overarching Research Question Conclusion 

The overarching research question in this study asked: “how do consumers’ motivation, 

constraints and negotiation efforts interact and effect their decisions towards spectatorship 

at substitute major event experiences?” More specifically, this study sought to understand 

how consumers arrive at the decision to attend a substitute event rather than spectatorship at 

the actual Emirates Melbourne Cup event.  

 

The findings in this study indicated that consumers encounter varying, multifaceted 

structures of constraints and negotiation strategies in their decisions towards event 

spectatorship. Consumers’ eventual decision to attend a substitute major event was the 

result of a complex inter-relationship between motivation, constraints and negotiation. 

Constraints and negotiation efforts each directly increased the likelihood of a substitution 

outcome. However, spectatorship at a substitute major event was more likely the outcome 

of moderate negotiation strategy use, triggered by an interaction between moderate 

motivation levels for actual major event spectatorship and encounters with moderate levels 



 275

of constraints. In addition, consumers selected and attended substitute event venues because 

they offered an opportunity to derive acceptably equivalent benefits and outcomes, either 

remembered or imagined of the actual major event. These benefits and outcomes included 

socialisation, excitement, entertainment, enjoyment, convenience and cost-effectiveness.  

 

In sum, this chapter section has concluded the sub-research questions, hypotheses and the 

overarching research question for this study. A number of contributions to knowledge were 

noted, in terms of confirmations, disconfirmations and additions to extant literature. The 

next section discusses the implications of the study.   

 

8.3 Implications 

This study provides a number of practical and theoretical implications for the areas of: a) 

events and tourism, b) leisure and recreation, and c) consumer behaviour, broad decision-

making and marketing. The implications for the event spectatorship and tourism fields are 

discussed first.  

 

8.3.1 Event and Tourism Implications 

As Chapter 2 noted, previous research has identified the main motivations behind why 

people attend events. Studies have also begun to identify the key constraints behind event 

spectatorship and non-spectatorship. However, little is known about how consumers 

negotiate constraints and their general decision processes towards event attendance. 

Accordingly, a theoretical implication of this study is that it provides a platform to further 

understand and predict event spectatorship behaviour.  

 

Although this research focused on substitute major event behaviour, the model and premise 

of this study can be adapted to predict spectatorship or non-spectatorship at an actual major 
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event. In fact, the current model could be nested within a larger structural equation model 

that includes the outcomes of spectatorship and non-spectatorship (with the direct and 

indirect effects of motivation, constraints and negotiation to each of these variables). This 

larger model would provide a more complete picture of consumers’ spectatorship decisions 

and could be a powerful forecasting tool for event stakeholders. Moreover, the model can 

be adapted to investigate the decisions behind media consumption behaviour versus live 

spectatorship.  

 

Similarly, this study can provide theoretical implications for the tourist and vacation 

decision-making field. The model could be adapted, with inclusion of destination specific 

constraints and factors, to understand and predict potential tourist constraint negotiation 

processes towards vacationing at a destination. For example, an individual may have a 

desire to travel to a beachside destination for the next holiday, such as Hawaii. However, 

they may be forced to negotiate high constraints by choosing a destination that is closer to 

their residence and lower in cost. This directive has the potential to illuminate the extant 

literature on tourist decision process, and could provide practical implications to 

stakeholders in developing and marketing destinations.  

 

Another theoretical implication for event spectator research is that this study provided 

constraint, negotiation and substitution outcome scales that exhibit sound psychometric 

properties. This implication is important as to date the measurement of these constructs has 

not been subjected to a somewhat rigorous scale development process. For instance, 

spectatorship constraint scales have either been adapted from leisure constraint literature 

(e.g., Kim & Chalip, 2004) or developed from the results of open-ended questioning of 

respondents (e.g., Milner et al, 2004; Pritchard et al, 2009). Although some of these scales 

have been subjected to exploratory and / or confirmatory factor analysis (e.g., Kim & 
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Chalip, 2004; Pritchard et al, 2009), little verification has been made of their construct 

validity properties. Furthermore, there is no scale in the field that measures the negotiation 

strategies of consumers towards event spectatorship. Moreover, investigations of substitute 

spectatorship behaviour have mainly focused on economic measurements (i.e., ticket box 

and media consumption figures) rather than on the attitudinal and situational perspectives of 

the behaviour.  

 

Likewise, the negotiation and substitution outcome scales may have theoretical implications 

for tourism research. Studies in this arena so far have focused on qualitatively measuring 

the main negotiation strategies that consumers use in their tourist decision processes (e.g., 

Daniels et al, 2004; Yau et al, 2004). In addition, studies have mainly measured substitution 

between tourism activities by having the respondent list a number of activities that they 

perceive to be equivalent to an intended or hypothetical activity (e.g., Hvenegaard & 

Dearden, 1998; Campbell, 1999). Research has yet to measure the attitudes behind actual 

substitution behaviour.  

 

This study also has practical implications for event management and marketing, and the 

greater tourism industry. Generally, major event and destination stakeholders have a range 

of needs, such as: a) increasing visitation to enhance financial and touristic benefits, b) 

increasing venue and destination capacity, and c) positioning the event and destination in 

relation to competing markets. These stakeholders also encounter a range of issues that 

influence domestic and international travel behaviour, and ultimately event spectatorship. 

These issues include increases in the cost of living, fuel prices and global warming 

awareness, as well as the impacts of worldwide economic market factors.  
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Additionally, as the major event industry increases in size and more events are televised 

globally, these stakeholders face extra competition as the result of more alternatives and 

choices for consumers. An understanding of the key elements, processes and differences in 

the decisions of a variety of consumers is crucial to these stakeholders in tailoring product 

and marketing strategies to maintain and entice visitation. Major event stakeholders could 

use the findings from this study in two main ways.  

 

First, the results of this study could be used in attracting more people towards spectatorship 

at the actual major event site. Stakeholders could alter and enhance aspects of the event 

product and marketing efforts to reflect some of the constraints and negotiation tactics that 

consumers experience and apply towards major event spectatorship. In particular, 

stakeholders could make the actual event more accessible to consumers by lessening some 

of the external constraints (i.e., cost and crowding factors) towards actual major event 

spectatorship. They could also incorporate some of the resource sacrifice methods (i.e., time 

management, financial and social relationship co-ordination) that consumers employ in their 

spectatorship decisions.  

 

Second, stakeholders should be advised to incorporate and leverage substitute major events 

in their product and marketing strategies. The inclusion of these events can enable 

stakeholders to: a) have a competitive edge over rivals, b) increase the awareness of the 

major event and destination, and c) influence the future travel and spectatorship intentions 

of consumer markets. These events also have the potential to generate extra revenue for 

stakeholders through increased broadcasting and sponsorship opportunities.  

 

The findings of this study can assist stakeholders in developing substitute events and 

marketing them as an attractive constraint negotiation outcome for some consumers. 
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Stakeholders need to design and promote a number of substitute event celebrations that 

offer a range of similar benefits and outcomes of the actual major event. In particular, these 

events need to include varying (i.e., from simple to elaborate) replications of the major 

event, in terms of food, drink, dress and activities. Marketing strategies should reflect the 

socialisation, excitement, entertainment and enjoyment aspects of these celebrations. 

Stakeholders should also promote convenience and cost-effectiveness over rival venues and 

other alternatives. In addition, organisers need to implement crowd management techniques 

and promote the crowd safety and “hassle-free” aspects of the events. This diversity in the 

substitute event product would enable stakeholders to cater to a range of motivation levels, 

and to what consumers may consider as being “acceptably equivalent” to actual major event 

spectatorship. This directive would assist stakeholders in capturing and benefiting from a 

greater share of the consumer market.  

 

It is also important to note that often many substitute events exist whether the major event 

stakeholders provide them or not. Members of the public are increasingly hosting substitute 

major events in a number of commercial and non-commercial venues. The problem 

associated with this trend is that many major event stakeholders are missing out on potential 

revenue from these events. A way in which stakeholders could take a share of this revenue 

is through licensing substitute events, in particular celebrations that are held at commercial 

venues. Event organisers could develop a range of sponsorship packages that reflect the size 

of the substitute event. In the case of the Emirates Melbourne Cup, these packages could 

include: a) Emirates Melbourne Cup signage, b) official Emirates Melbourne Cup race 

books and other merchandise, and c) exclusive television coverage of the event.  

 

The event spectator and tourism fields are just one of a number of contexts in which the 

central principle of this study and research model can be useful. The study also has  
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applications to the leisure and recreation arenas. These implications are discussed next.  

 

8.3.2 Leisure and Recreation Implications  

A theoretical implication that this study makes to the leisure and recreation fields is that it 

integrates the key aspects of leisure constraint theory and the theory of substitutability. As 

Chapters 1 and 2 indicated, leisure constraint theory is primarily focused on the constraint 

negotiation process in consumers’ decisions (Jackson et al, 1993). The framework infers a 

number of participation levels are possible from this process, including the outcome of 

substitution (Jackson et al, 1993). Conversely, the theory of substitutability centres on 

understanding the behavioural outcome of substitution by inferring that a process similar to 

constraint negotiation has already occurred (Brunson & Shelby, 1993; Hendee & Burdge, 

1974).  

 

In reflecting on these similarities, a number of researchers have commented on the need to 

amalgamate these two related, but distinct, theoretical frameworks (e.g., Brunson & Shelby, 

1993; Carroll & Alexandris, 1997; Mannell & Loucks-Atkinson, 2005; Pritchard & Funk, 

2006; Searle, 1991). This study responds to this need by developing and testing a model that 

incorporates aspects of Jackson’s et al (1993) balance and Iso-Ahola’s (1986) substitution 

behaviour propositions. This model has the potential to illuminate both research areas and 

provides a useful starting point for further integration.  

 

The current model can be adapted to predict the constraint negotiation outcome of 

substitution in leisure, recreation and sport consumers’ decisions. For instance, the model 

could be used to understand how recreation fishing and angling enthusiasts’ interchange 

between river locations throughout the year. The application of the model could also have 

practical implications for leisure, recreation and sport managers in forecasting temporal 
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shortfalls in recreation supply, programme changes, weather, climate and other seasonality 

factors.  

 

Another theoretical implication of this study to leisure and recreation is that it provides a 

negotiation scale that has been developed through a fairly rigorous process and displays 

sound psychometric properties. In the leisure constraint theory field, studies have begun to 

measure the frequency of negotiation strategy use in consumers’ decisions (e.g., Jackson & 

Rucks, 1995; Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; Loucks-Atkinson & Mannell, 2007; Son et al, 

2008; Alexandris, Kouthouris & Girgolas, 2007). However, these scales have been noted as 

either: a) being cumbersome in length and developed without any statistical verification, or 

b) requiring further validation of the latent scale structure (Alexandris, Kouthouris & 

Girgolas, 2007). Furthermore, within the theory of substitutability framework, development 

work has yet to be undertaken to quantitatively measure negotiation in consumers’ 

substitution decisions (Brunson & Shelby, 1993).  

 

This study also provides a sound psychometric scale that measures actual substitution 

behaviour. The measurement of substitution outcomes in the theory of substitutability field 

is in the early stages of development. The concept is typically measured by asking 

respondents to rate the equivalency of list of recreation activities in terms of their 

substitutability to a hypothetical or intended activity (Brunson & Shelby, 1993; Peterson et 

al, 1984; Vaske et al, 1990). These methods do not include the measurements of attitudinal 

and situational factors (Beckers, 1976; Peterson et al, 1984). In addition, within the leisure 

constraint theory field, a scale to measure substitution outcome behaviour has not yet been 

constructed. Leisure and recreation contexts are not the only applications in which this 

study can have value. The premise of the study also has implications for greater consumer 

behaviour, decision-making and marketing fields. These implications are outlined next.  
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8.3.3 Consumer Behaviour, Broad Decision-Making and Marketing  

         Implications 

Consumers make decisions concerning every aspect of their lives. These decisions range 

from simple, everyday tasks (e.g., purchasing grocery items, deciding what to wear to work 

each day or what to have for dinner each night) through to major decisions (e.g., buying a 

house or car, changing careers). Decisions usually involve the search and evaluation of two 

or more alternatives (Schiffman & Kanuk, 2000). They also generally involve the influence 

of: a) consumers’ motivation, attitudes and perceptions of the products, services or 

activities, b) the constraints that they encounter before and during the decision-making 

process, and c) the use of constraint alleviation-type efforts (Kumar & Mittal, 2001). Hence, 

the model and premise of this study has some implications for the consumer behaviour and 

broad decision-making field. That is, the study provided insights into how consumers 

choose between alternative behaviour outcomes, and how motivation, constraints and 

negotiation efforts influence these decisions.  

 

The study also has some implications for the marketing field. To develop and position 

effective promotion strategies, marketers need to have an understanding of the key aspects 

of their products, services and activities that stimulate and compel consumers to purchase or 

partake in them. Conversely, knowledge of the main factors that repel or constrain 

consumers from their products or services is also important. Equally, marketers need to 

understand how consumers assess and decided between their merchandise and alternative 

products or services in the marketplace. Thus, the model and elements in this study could be 

of use, with some modification, to marketers in product and advertising design. In brief, this 

chapter section has discussed the theoretical and practical implications of this study. Next, 

the limitations of this study are briefly outlined.  
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8.4 Limitations 

There were some limitations in this study that need to be acknowledged. The sample was 

restricted to spectators and non-spectators of an Australian major, non-team based, sporting 

event and its substitutes. This high-profile event has become entrenched in Australian 

tradition and psyche. As such, the findings derived from this study may not be readily 

generalisable to other major events of varying sizes, genres and geographic locations. 

Furthermore, the sample in this study was confined to Australian residents, and in particular 

residents of the Australian state of Victoria in the third research phase. A key factor of 

major events, including the Emirates Melbourne Cup, is the ability to attract relatively 

significant numbers of international and domestic tourists (Jago & Shaw, 1998; McDonnell 

et al, 1999). The samples throughout this study contained responses and insights from 

domestic tourists (i.e., interstate, intrastate and same-day tourists) to the major event and its 

substitutes. However, data from international tourists was not obtained.  

 

There is also a limitation related to the 24.1 per cent response rate for the self-administered 

postal survey in phase 3. The study did use a “comparison with known values” non-

response bias estimation method and found the collected sample to be a reasonable 

representation of the total population. Nevertheless, it is possible for non-respondents to 

differ in terms of motivation, constraints and negotiation efforts from those who did 

respond. Moreover, the study applied a cross-section design to data collection, and surveyed 

participants after their constraint negotiation process outcome behaviour had been 

performed. In addition, the research model focused on four factors in consumers’ decisions 

towards spectatorship at the major event and / or its substitutes. It is acknowledged that 

there could be other factors that influenced consumers’ decisions and constraint negotiation 

processes, including those that are built over time (see Hubbard & Mannell, 2001; Jackson, 

2000; Loucks-Atkinson & Mannell, 2007). 
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There is also a limitation associated with the measurement of motivation in this study. One 

possible reason for the insignificant path between motivation and substitution outcome in 

the structural equation model could be the wording of the stem and items in the strength of 

motivation and enduring decision involvement scales. These scales were worded to measure 

respondents’ intensity of motivation and personal relevance towards attending a 

“celebration” of the Emirates Melbourne Cup rather than to the “actual event”, as 

determined in Chapter 2. However, it should be noted that the qualitative and comparative 

analysis results in this study did provide some insights of the predicted relationship between 

motivation towards actual major event spectatorship and the likelihood of a substitution 

outcome. Finally, a limitation exists with the use of SEM. That is, the technique does not 

establish causality; rather it indicated whether a hypothesised model “fits” a data set 

(Bollen, 1989). These limitations do not detract from the significance and contribution of 

the current study, but merely act as directions for future research, as provided in the next 

section.  

 

8.5 Future Research Directions 

This study has come some way in understanding and predicting the constraint negotiation 

process and the outcome of substitution in the event spectator context. However, future 

research could consider replicating the current study within other major and substitute event 

contexts, both within Australia and abroad. Replication would assist in further validating 

the structural model and scales developed in this investigation. This direction is especially 

important as cultural background has a key influence on leisure decisions and behaviour 

(Chick & Dong, 2005). In particular, research could examine the constraint negotiation 

process in international and domestic tourist decisions towards spectatorship at major and / 

or substitute events of varying sizes, genres and destinations. Upcoming studies could also 

compare the constraint negotiation processes towards actual and substitute event 
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spectatorship across nationalities. This research route would also provide a number of 

practical implications for major event stakeholders in developing product and marketing 

strategies to consumer segments. In addition, future research should also aim to gather more 

representative samples and attempt to sample non-respondents to reinforce the current 

findings.  

 

Future studies could consider targeting the measurement of motivation in the current model 

towards the intensity and personal relevance of spectatorship at the “actual” major event. 

This suggestion would further validate the model, qualitative and comparative results in this 

study. Research could also consider examining the model with a more encompassing 

measurement of motivation, such as the use of intrinsic, extrinsic and introjected motivation 

(see Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Mannell & Kleiber, 1997). This direction 

could provide further insight and clarification of the role of motivation in consumers’ 

constraint negotiation decisions towards a substitution outcome.  

 

Additionally, researchers could also adapt the structural model in this study to other 

behavioural contexts. For instance, the examples indicated throughout section 8.3 could be 

used as a starting point. This directive would further validate the model in this study, and 

provide further verification of Jackson’s et al (1993) and Iso-Ahola’s (1986) propositions 

within leisure and other consumer behaviour contexts.  

  

There are also opportunities to extend and examine the research model in this study with 

additional variables and influencing factors. For instance, studies could consider the 

inclusion and influence of negotiation efficacy and other psychological facilitators in the 

constraint negotiation process towards a substitution outcome (see discussions in Hubbard 

& Mannell, 2001; Loucks-Atkinson & Mannell, 2007; Alexandris, Kouthouris & Girgolas, 
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2007; Henderson et al, 1995; Samdahl, 2005; Samdahl & Jekubovich, 1997). Future studies 

could also extend the model by examining the influence of promotion, marketing and social 

environment factors on consumers’ constraint negotiation process decisions (see Kumar & 

Mittal, 2001; Schiffman & Kanuk, 2000). 

 

Preference is another variable that could be included in the model. This concept could have 

the potential to influence and affect consumers’ constraint negotiation and decision 

outcomes, as evident in Jackson’s et al (1993) hierarchical model of leisure constraints. 

However, research has yet to empirically examine this concept in conjunction with the 

hierarchy of constraints and constraint negotiation propositions. In particular, consumers’ 

preference may play an important role in constraint negotiation, such as when decisions are 

made continually or on an annual basis. For example, with those major events that are held 

yearly, like the Emirates Melbourne Cup, it is possible for some consumers to have 

developed a greater preference towards spectatorship at the actual or a substitute event. This 

predisposition could influence consumers’ motivation levels, the effect of constraints and 

the use of negotiation. Furthermore, preference could possibly influence whether consumers 

attend the actual event or consider a substitution outcome, and vice versa, within their 

yearly decision making processes. 

 

Future research could consider the impacts that repeat behaviour may have on consumers’ 

constraint negotiation processes and outcomes. Research could also compare the negotiation 

process and elements of those who continually perform the same behaviour from year to 

year against those who vary their behaviour. In addition, future studies could also examine 

the differences in the types of motives between those who attend the actual major event 

with those who attend a substitute event. That is, are the motives towards spectatorship at 

substitute events similar to those who go to a live major event? Similarly, research could 
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investigate the differences in the types of constraints and negotiation that actual, substitute 

and non-attendees encounter and use. For instance, do substitute attendees encounter more 

external constraints, or use more resource sacrifice negotiation than the other attendance 

statuses? These directives could provide a number of theoretical implications to the 

spectator, leisure constraint and substitutability research fields. These future research 

opportunities could also be of practical benefit to major event stakeholders in product and 

marketing strategy design.  

 

Finally, research should consider a longitudinal framework to explore additional factors that 

may influence consumers’ constraint negotiation processes and substitution outcome 

behaviour choices. Researchers could survey consumers at interval points or use a diary 

method to measure the effects of stakeholder marketing efforts and social environmental 

factors on spectatorship decisions, over time. The 2012 London Olympics could be one 

context in which these methods could be undertaken. Researchers could track and examine 

the changes in consumers’ constraint negotiation towards this major event to coincide with 

the introduction of stakeholders’ product and marketing strategies to the consumer market. 

This research could provide a more complete picture of consumers’ decisions by not only 

focusing on the process and output stages, but also the elements of decision input and 

stimuli.  
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APPENDIX 3-1 

Organisation Structure and History of the Emirates Melbourne Cup 

 

This appendix provides further background information to the Emirates Melbourne Cup 

overview in Chapter 3. The positioning of the major sporting event within the Victorian 

racing industry structure and the history behind the hallmark event is briefly provided.  

 

Organisation Structure of the Emirates Melbourne Cup 

Similar to other horseracing industries across Australia and internationally, the positioning 

of the Emirates Melbourne Cup event within the Victorian racing industry and carnival 

structure can be described as, somewhat, complex. Appendix Figure 3-1 illustrates the 

positioning of the Emirates Melbourne Cup event in the Victoria racing industry. The figure 

represents a top-down approach, which has been split into three components: 1) the 

Victorian racing industry structure, 2) the Victorian carnival arrangement, and 3) the 

carnival race-day configuration.  

 

Racing Victoria Limited governs the racing industry in Victoria, and comprises directors 

and member shareholders. The member shareholders consist of the four major horseracing 

clubs in inner Melbourne and regional Victoria. As one of these major clubs, the Victoria 

Racing Club (VRC) governs all racing and hospitality events at Flemington racecourse, 

which is the home of the Emirates Melbourne Cup event. The VRC began in 1864 when the 

Victorian Turf Club and the Victorian Jockey Club amalgamated.  The VRC primarily hosts 

two main racing carnivals during the year, in autumn and spring. These carnivals are held 

concurrently with the racing carnivals provided by the other industry member shareholders 

to form Victorian Racing Carnivals, throughout the year. The Flemington Spring Racing 

Carnival includes two major racing events, of which one is the Melbourne Cup carnival. 
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This carnival consists of four individually sponsored race-days that span over a one-week 

period in November. Each race-day is a significant event in their own right. However, the 

focus and hype build-up is placed on the second race-day event, Melbourne Cup day, which 

is currently sponsored by Emirates airlines. The hype build-up typically begins the week 

before the Melbourne Cup Carnival with corporate luncheons, breakfasts and balls, parades 

through the main streets in Melbourne, fashion shows and the all important race barrier 

draw (the allocation of the race gates for each horse). 

 

Historical Underpinnings of the Emirates Melbourne Cup 

The history surrounding the event can provide some insight into Australia’s heritage and 

captivation with the major event. In some respects, the inception of the major event can be 

linked to the discovery of gold in Ballarat and Bendigo in 1851 (Hughes, 2007; McGrath, 

2007). The Gold Rush produced an influx of immigration and development growth, with 

many people travelling from across Australia and the world to try their ‘luck’ with not only 

the gold mines but with all forms of gambling, including horseracing (McGrath, 2007). As 

more gold mines were discovered, horse races became a more prominent means for many 

people to test out their winning streak (Hughes, 2007). Hence in 1861, the Victoria Turf 

club staged the first Melbourne Cup. Throughout the years, the race has become a symbol 

of hope, dreams, prosperity, hard-luck and triumph (McGrath, 2007). For instance, the 

occurrence of the Melbourne Cup can be linked as a distraction from daily life for many 

Australians, such as the impact of World Wars, the depression era, and the mourning of the 

deaths of Burke and Wills (Australian pioneer explorers), and where phenomenal race 

horses such as Carbine, Phar Lap and Makybe Diva have become installed as Australian 

colloquialisms (McGrath, 2007).   
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Appendix Figure 3-1 Victorian racing industry, carnival and race day structure†٭ 
† Source: Developed for this study from a review of Racing Victoria Limited (2008ab) and Victoria Racing Club (2007a). 
.Note: Structural elements relating to the organisation and positioning of the Emirates Melbourne Cup are represented by the unshaded, bolded boxes ٭

RACING VICTORIA LIMITED 
Industry Governing Body 

Directors Member Shareholders 

Victoria Racing Club 
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APPENDIX 4-1 

Interview Guide (Phase 1) 

 

This appendix provides a copy of the interview guide (see Appendix Figure 4-1) that was 

used in conducting the semi-structured depth interviews in the first research phase, as 

discussed in Chapter 4.  
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INTERVIEW GUIDE 
 

Administrative Details 
 
 
Interview Type:   Face-to-face Telephone (Circle) 

Interview Number:  [Interview number inserted here] 

Date of Interview:   [Day & date of interview inserted here] 

Participant:    [Participant’s first name inserted here] 

Contact Details:   [Participant’s contact details inserted here] 

Location:   [Location of participant inserted here] 

Digital recording file name:  [Digital recording file name inserted here] 

NVivo file name:   [NVivo file name inserted here] 

Start time:    [Start time inserted here] 

Finish time:    [Finish time inserted here] 

Duration:    [Duration inserted here] 

Number of Breaks:   [Break No. inserted here] 

Break times:    [Break times inserted here] 

 
 
Interview Guide 
 
Pre-Interview Guide   [Half-hour before interview start time] 

1. Check batteries in digital recorder, check digital recorder (Are the previous 

interviews downloaded? Is there enough room on the recorder? Does the recorder 

work? 

2. Check batteries and tape in the tape-recorder (used as a back-up in case of technical 

failures). 

3. Fill-out administration section of interview guide. 

4. Go through questions / key areas. 

5. Make sure that interview area is quiet and free of distractions, if telephone. 

6. Arrive at venue, if face-to-face. 

 
 

Appendix Figure 4-1  Interview protocol guide† 
†Source: Developed for this study.  
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Appendix Figure 4-1 Continued.  

 

General Introduction  [Five to ten minutes] 

1. Introduction of interviewer 

2. Purpose of interview 

3. Ethical components of research (information sheet and consent form) 

If interviewee is in agreement, and is happy to continue interview – Switch on Tape-

recorders. 
 

Key interview questions/areas 

For use in guiding semi-structured interview. Questions used to probe/clarify information 

during interview. 

What is the individual’s motivation level towards attending or not attending the actual 

event? Are they highly motivated / interested in the event? What is the motivation level of 

actual attendees towards the choice/option of substitution outcome/venues? 

What types of constraints do individuals encounter when attending or not attending the 

actual or substitute event? 

What strategies were implemented to overcome any constraints? Were these strategies 

successful? Were these strategies “triggered” by constraints or facilitators?  

For substitute attendees, what are the key aspects in their choice of substitution outcome?  

 

Summary / Wrap Up  [Five minutes] 

That ends the interview. Thank-you for your participation and the information that you’ve 

provided.   

Before we finish, do you have any other comments or questions? 

Would you like a copy of the transcript?  

If I have any more questions can I contact you again? 

During Interview 
Recording / Interview Notes [Full A4 page was provided here] 
 
Post- Interview (immediately after interview / thereabouts) 
Interviewer Notes [Full A4 page was provided here] 
 
Post Interview – Analysis  
Reflective Notes [Full A4 page was provided here] 
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APPENDIX 4-2  

Media Release (Phase 1) 

 

This appendix provides a copy of the media release (see Appendix Figure 4-2) that was 

distributed to various media channels around Australia. The media release was used as a 

strategy to recruit potential interview participants in the first research phase, as indicated in 

Chapter 4.  

 

In brief, the media release was distributed two weeks before and also shortly after the 2005 

Emirates Melbourne Cup day. The release was circulated at this time to take particular 

advantage of the yearly pre-event hype that is associated with the Emirates Melbourne Cup 

around Australia. A variation of the release appeared in a major Australian-wide newspaper 

and the researcher was interviewed by a number of radio stations across Australia. The 

media release also appeared on the Griffith University website, as a rolling news item, 

which also enabled the recruitment strategy to be accessible through Internet search engines 

by potential participants.  
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Date: 13/10/2005 
Oct205B 

MEDIA RELEASE 
 

Volunteers for Melbourne Cup case study  
 
On the first Tuesday in November, Australians everywhere down their tools to celebrate the 
nation’s most famous horse race – the Melbourne Cup. 
 
Or do they? 
 
Does the Melbourne Cup arouse a sense of excitement and anticipation in you? Or are you 
more likely to experience severe boredom? 
 
Whichever category you fall into, Griffith University PhD researcher Amanda Ayling would 
like to talk to you as part of her study on Australians’ motives for attending, or not attending, 
this or past years’ Melbourne Cup or related celebrations.  
 
Her tourism-related project investigates the interests and barriers that individuals encounter 
and the effect these have on their decision to attend or bypass a major event. 
 
“While some people will attend the main Melbourne Cup at Flemington racecourse, a 
significant number will attend substitute events, such as festivities held at hotels, pubs, 
sporting clubs, workplaces and homes,” Ms Ayling said. 
 
“Then there will be others who will have no involvement whatsoever. 
 
“I’m interested in interviewing people from across Australia to analyse the constraints and 
barriers which individuals encounter in their decision to join in the festivities. 
 
“This survey forms part of a larger project that will help event managers and destination 
marketing organisations to understand the occurrence of substitute events and to develop 
marketing strategies around them.”   

 
Interviews will be conducted via telephone from 7-26 November. To register interest in the 
study or for more information, contact Amanda Ayling on [Telephone number inserted here] 
or email: [Email address inserted here]. 
 
 
ENDS. 

 
MEDIA CONTACTS: Amanda Ayling [Telephone number inserted here], 
Communications Officer Shamira Barr [Telephone number inserted here].  

 
 
Appendix Figure 4-2     Media release to recruit depth interview participants† 
†Source: Developed and distributed to Australian media outlets for this study by Shamira Barr, 
Communications Officer, Department of External Relations, Griffith University.  
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APPENDIX 4-3  

Project Information Leaflet (Phase 1) 

 

This appendix provides a copy of the project information leaflet (see Appendix Figure 4-3) 

that was used in recruiting potential interview participants in the first research phase, as 

indicated in Chapter 4.  

 

The project information leaflets were placed at a number of venues prior to the 2005 

Emirates Melbourne Cup day. The venues that were chosen in driving distance of the 

researcher’s university and were hosting an advertised substitute event celebration of the 

2005 event. The seven venues were selected, with management permission, on the basis of 

a) venue size and capacity, b) the varying styles of celebrations, and c) the ability to attract 

a range of different consumers in terms of demographic characteristics. The venues 

included a regional racecourse, two taverns, a sporting club, a non-sporting club, a five-star 

hotel resort and a function centre. Where possible, the researcher attended some of these 

venues during the 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup day, in order to create interest and recruit 

potential participants. The prime intention of this strategy was to recruit substitute event 

venue attendees.  
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PHD RESEARCH PROJECT 
 

VOLUNTEERS REQUIRED 

FOR 

MELBOURNE CUP CASE STUDY CASE STUDY 

              
On the first Tuesday in November, Australians everywhere down their tools to celebrate 
the nation’s most famous horse race – the Melbourne Cup. 
On the first Tuesday in November, Australians everywhere down their tools to celebrate 
the nation’s most famous horse race – the Melbourne Cup. 
  

    Or do they?     Or do they? 
  
Does the Melbourne Cup arouse a sense of excitement and anticipation in you? Or are 
you more likely to experience severe boredom? 
Does the Melbourne Cup arouse a sense of excitement and anticipation in you? Or are 
you more likely to experience severe boredom? 
  
Whichever category you fall into, Griffith University PhD student Amanda Ayling  Whichever category you fall into, Griffith University PhD student Amanda Ayling  
requires your assistance! requires your assistance! 
  
Amanda would like to talk to you as a part of her study on Australians’ motives for 
attending, or not attending, this or past years’ Melbourne Cup or related celebrations, 
such as the festivities held at hotels, pubs, sporting clubs, workplaces and homes.  

Amanda would like to talk to you as a part of her study on Australians’ motives for 
attending, or not attending, this or past years’ Melbourne Cup or related celebrations, 
such as the festivities held at hotels, pubs, sporting clubs, workplaces and homes.  
  
Her tourism-related project investigates the interests and obstacles or barriers that 
individuals encounter and the effect that these have on their decision to attend or bypass a 
major event.  

Her tourism-related project investigates the interests and obstacles or barriers that 
individuals encounter and the effect that these have on their decision to attend or bypass a 
major event.  
  
Amanda is seeking people to participate in a short interview, to gather information on the 
obstacles or barriers that individuals encounter in their decision to join in the festivities. 
These interviews will form a part of a larger project that will help event managers and 
destination marketing organisations to understand the occurrence of ‘substitute’ events 
and to develop marketing strategies around them.  

Amanda is seeking people to participate in a short interview, to gather information on the 
obstacles or barriers that individuals encounter in their decision to join in the festivities. 
These interviews will form a part of a larger project that will help event managers and 
destination marketing organisations to understand the occurrence of ‘substitute’ events 
and to develop marketing strategies around them.  
  
Interviews will be conducted via telephone, from Monday 7th to Saturday 26th November 
2005.   
Interviews will be conducted via telephone, from Monday 7th to Saturday 26th November 
2005.   
  
To register interest in the study or for more information, please contact: Amanda Ayling 
on [Telephone number inserted here] or email [Email address inserted here
To register interest in the study or for more information, please contact: Amanda Ayling 
on [Telephone number inserted here] or email [Email address inserted here] 

 

 
Appendix Figure 4-3  Leaflet to recruit depth interview participants† 
† Source: Developed for this study, based on the media release text in Appendix 4-2.  
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APPENDIX 4-4 

Depth Interview Information Sheet and Consent Form (Phase 1)  

 

This appendix provides copies of the depth interview information sheet and consent form. 

These mechanisms were used to obtain ethical consent from the depth interview participants 

in the first research phase, as discussed in Chapter 4. 
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Griffith Business School 
Department of Tourism, Leisure, 
Hotel and Sport Management 
 
Postal address: 
Gold Coast Campus, Griffith University 
PO Box 50, GCMC 
Queensland 9726, Australia 

  

 

 
 

Celebrations of the 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup Research Project 

 
INFORMATION SHEET 

 
RESEARCH TEAM: 
 
Amanda Ayling Prof. Beverley Sparks A/Prof. Dan Funk 

PhD Candidate Principal Supervisor Associate Supervisor 

[Telephone number inserted 

here] 

[Telephone number inserted 

here] 

[Telephone number inserted 

here] 

[Email address inserted here] [Email address inserted here] [Email address inserted here] 

 
 
This PhD research is situated in the tourism sector of major events. The project is investigating 

the types of constraints or “barriers” that individuals encounter and the effects that these 

constraints have on their decisions to attend a major event. The project is investigating this in 

relation to people who have attended the actual major event, those who did not attend the event, 

and those people who attended a “substitute” event.  Substitute events are celebrations that are 

held away from the actual major event site, but at the same time as the major event. For 

example, the Emirates Melbourne Cup attracts numerous substitute events such as the activities 

and luncheons that are held at hotels, pubs, sporting clubs, workplaces and in homes.  

 

A component of this research involves collecting information from actual, substitute and non-

attendees to the 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup Day event.  Within this interview we are 

interested in gathering information in regards to the decision process that you went through 

towards attending the event. In particular we are seeking your level of motivation towards the 

event, the types of constraints that you encountered in attending or not attending the event, as 

well as any resources or strategies that you used to overcome any constraints or barriers to 

attend the actual or substitute event. It is envisaged that the interview will be tape-recorded to 

ensure information accuracy, and will last approximately 30 to 45 minutes. Information 

obtained from this interview will be used to develop a questionnaire.   
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It is anticipated that the results from this project will provide a greater insight into the decision-

making process of attendees and non-attendees to major events.  The outcomes of this research 

will be of benefit to event and destination marketing organisers, and ultimately the event 

consumer. Organisers will have a greater understanding of the occurrence of substitute events 

and the reasons behind an individual’s choice and attendance at these events. Further, the results 

will assist event and destination marketing organisers in developing more comprehensive 

product and marketing strategies.  

 

Participation is purely voluntary and you may withdraw your consent at any time without 

comment or penalty. By completing and returning the attached consent form to the PhD 

candidate you are indicating your consent to participate in this research. There is a potential 

legal risk associated with this component of the research project. Some information obtained 

within this interview may be commercially significant to some people. Under the Griffith 

University Human Research Ethics Committee guidelines, steps have been taken to ensure 

confidentiality and to minimise risk.  These include the use of consent forms and information 

sheets, secure storage of tape-recordings and transcripts, limited audience of these recordings 

and transcripts, and the use of pseudo names within publications. Tape-recordings and 

transcripts will be kept secure for a period of five years after which they will be destroyed.  A 

brief summary of the results will be available on request.  Further, participants will be supplied 

with a copy of the transcript from their interview session, if desired.   

 

Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement of Ethical 

Conduct in Research Involving Humans. If potential participants have any concerns or 

complaints about the ethical conduct of the research project, they should contact the Manager, 

Research Ethics on [Telephone number inserted here] or at [Email address inserted here].  If 

you require further information on this project, please contact Amanda Ayling on [Telephone 

number inserted here] or at [Email address inserted here]. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Privacy Statement 
The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and / or use of your individual personal information.  
The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to third parties without your consent, except to 
meet government, legal or other regulatory authority requirements.  A deidentified copy of this data may be used 
for other research purposes.  However, your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded.  For further information 
consult the University’s Privacy Plan at www.gu.edu.au/ua/aa/vc/pp or telephone [Telephone number inserted 
here]. 
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Griffith Business School 
Department of Tourism, Leisure, 
Hotel and Sport Management 
 
Postal address: 
Gold Coast Campus, Griffith University 
PO Box 50, GCMC 
Queensland 9726, Australia 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Celebrations of the 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup Research Project 

 
CONSENT FORM 

 
RESEARCH TEAM: 
 
Amanda Ayling Prof. Beverley Sparks A/Prof. Dan Funk 

PhD Candidate Principal Supervisor Associate Supervisor 

[Telephone number inserted 

here] 

[Telephone number inserted 

here] 

[Telephone number inserted 

here] 

[Email address inserted here] [Email address inserted here] [Email address inserted here] 

 
 
By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package and in 

particular I understand that: 

 

- my involvement in this research will include participation in a thirty (30) to forty-five (45) 

minute interview on [Day and Date Inserted here], from [Interview Start Time Inserted here] at 

[Location of Interview Inserted here] or by phone; 

 

- I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction; 

 

- the risks involved; 

 

- there will be no direct benefit to me from my participation in this research; 

 

- my participation in this research is voluntary; 

 

- I am free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty; 

 

- I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith University Human Research Ethics 

Committee on [Telephone number inserted here] or [Email address inserted here] if I have any 

concerns about the ethical conduct of the project; and 
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- I agree to participate in the project. 

 

As a participant of this project, I understand that: 

 

1. This PhD research project is investigating the types of constraints or barriers that 

individuals encounter, and the effects that these constraints have on their decisions to 

attend a major event. This component of the project involves collecting information in 

regards to the decision-making process of actual, substitute and non-attendees to the 2005 

Emirates Melbourne Cup, in the form of interviews.  

 

2. Results from this component of the project will enable a greater understanding of the 

decision-making process of actual, substitute and non-attendees to events.  Further, the 

results of this project will be of benefit to event and destination marketing organisers, and 

ultimately the event consumer.  Organisers will have a greater understanding of the 

occurrence of substitute events and the reasons behind an individual’s choice and 

attendance at these events.  Further, the results will assist event and destination marketing 

organisers in developing more comprehensive product and marketing strategies.  

 

3. Participation in this component of the project is voluntary and refusal to participate or 

withdraw at any time will incur no adverse repercussions.  

 

4. I am able to contact the researcher about any matter of concern related to the project on 

the contact information listed above. 

 

5. Feedback as to the outcome of the study is available to me.  

 

Sign: __________________ Date: __________ Sign: _________________ Date: __________ 

  (Participant)                 (Researcher) 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Privacy Statement 
The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and / or use of your individual personal information. 
The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to third parties without your consent, except 
to meet government, legal or other regulatory authority requirements. A deidentified copy of this data may be 
used for other research purposes.  However, your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded. For further 
information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at www.gu.edu.au/ua/aa/vc/pp or telephone [Telephone 
number inserted here]. 
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APPENDIX 4-5  

Follow-up Depth Interview Material (Phase 1) 

 

This appendix provides a copy of the follow-up material and demographic questionnaire 

that was sent to the interview participants in the first research phase (see Chapter 4). The 

questionnaire was sent to each participant after his or her interview, along with the 

interview transcript, interview summary and a reply-paid envelope. 
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Griffith Business School 
Department of Tourism, Leisure, 
Hotel and Sport Management 
 
Postal address: 
Gold Coast Campus, Griffith University 
PO Box 50, GCMC 
Queensland 9726, Australia 

 
 
 
 
 

[Insert participant’s name here] 

[Insert participant’s address here] 

[Insert participant’s address here] 

 

[Insert date] 

 

Dear [Insert participant’s first name here], 

 

Thank-you again for your time and assistance on [Insert date of interview here], in regards to 

my research on the Emirates Melbourne Cup and other sporting events and their associated 

celebrations. Your input has been very helpful to this research. The information from our 

conversation, together with the interviews that I have conducted with other people will be used 

in the development of a questionnaire that will be distributed nationally to coincide with the 

2006 Emirates Melbourne Cup day activities. Some parts of our conversation may appear in 

academic publications of this research. However, please be assured that I have taken measures 

to desensitise your identity in the publications.  

 

Please find enclosed the following, as promised, for your records: a) a copy of the transcript 

from our conversation, and b) a summary of the main points from our conversation. Can you 

please take a few minutes to read over this information?  I would like to check that I have 

captured your experiences, opinions and perceptions in our conversation accurately.  If you 

would like to add or change anything on these documents, please contact me on the details at 

the end of this letter.  

 

I’ve also attached to the bottom of this letter a short demographic questionnaire; and have 

enclosed a reply-paid envelope. The questionnaire will assist in confirming some of the 

demographic information that I have derived from our conversation and also assist in providing 

some information that I may have missed during the interview. This information will provide 

me with a better picture of who you are and the decisions that you went through towards 

attending the event. Can you please take a few minutes to complete the questionnaire and return 

it in the reply-paid envelope?  

 



 350 

Finally, I have also enclosed a small token of my appreciation for your time and assistance with 

this research. If you have any further questions about this research or the items enclosed with 

this letter, please contact me on [Telephone number inserted here] or at [Email address inserted 

here]. Thank-you again for your involvement, it is much appreciated! 

 

 

Amanda Ayling 

Enc.  

 

 cut here and place in reply-paid envelope---------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
The questions following ask for information about you.  This information will be used to 
clarify some my analysis of your interview transcripts, and to gain a better picture of you in 
relation to your decision-making processes.   
 
Please only complete the questions that you feel most comfortable with.  
 
Please do not write your name on this questionnaire.  
 
A participant code has been created for you and your interview transcript. As the 
information that you have provided may appear in my thesis and / or other publications, I 
will be using this code to ensure that you will not be directly identified in anyway. This 
questionnaire, along with your transcript, will be kept secure in a locked filing cabinet and I 
will be the only person to view this information.   
 
Please return your completed questionnaire by placing it in the reply paid envelope 
provided and popping it into the post! 
 
 
1. What is your year of birth?  ___ ___ ___ ___  

2. What is your relationship status?   1 Single 2 Couple 

3. What is your occupation?  ______________________ 

4. Do you have dependent children living with you at home?  1 Yes 2 No 

 
[Insert interview code here] 
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APPENDIX 4-6  

Interview Participant Profile (Phase 1)  

 

This appendix provides a demographic profile of the depth interview participants (see 

Appendix Table 4-6) from the first research phase, as discussed in Chapter 4.  
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Appendix Table 4-6  Depth interview participant profile†٭ 
 

Participant Gender Age Occupation Lifecycle Stagea Locationb Attendance Status (2005) 

1 Female 61-70 Retired Pensioner Couple, Grandchildren QLD Substitute Attendee 
2 Male 31-40 Public Servant Single QLD Non-Attendee 
3 Female 21-30 Nurse Couple, young children QLD Substitute Attendee 
4 Female 31-40 Home Duties / Self-Employed Couple, young children QLD Non-Attendee 
5 Female 41-50 Secretary Couple, teenagers QLD Substitute Attendee 
6 Female 51-60 Aged Care Worker Couple, empty nest WA Non-Attendee 
7 Male 31-40 Public Servant Single WA Substitute Attendee 
8 Male 61-70 Retired Academic Couple QLD Actual Attendee 
9 Male 41-50 Newspaper Photographer Couple, children WA Non-attendee 

10 Female 21-30 Self-Employed Couple, young children QLD Substitute Attendee 
11 Male 71-80 Retired Pensioner Couple, young children WA Non-Attendee 
12 Male 31-40 Student / Volunteer Park Ranger Couple, children WA Non-Attendee 
13 Female 71-80 Retired Single, grandchildren WA Substitute Attendee 
14 Male 61-70 Retired Couple, empty nest QLD Non-Attendee 
15 Female 51-60 Student Single QLD Actual Attendee 
16 Female 41-50 Retail Couple, empty nest QLD Substitute Attendee 
17 Male 51-60 Self-Employed Single VIC Actual Attendee 

 
† Source: Developed for this study. Table information gathered from transcripts, pre and post interview conversations, and from the follow-up demographic 
questionnaire. All demographics correct at time of interview. 

352 

 

 Note: a “Couple” includes married and de-facto relationships. “Single” includes single, widowed and divorced and separated relationships”. b “Location” refers to٭
the location of the participant at the time of the interview. “QLD” (Queensland), “WA” (Western Australia), “VIC” (Victoria), “NSW” (New South Wales). 
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Participant Gender Age Occupation Lifecycle Stagea Locationb Attendance Status (2005) 

18 Female 41-50 Advertising Single VIC Actual Attendee 
19 Female 31-40 Bank Officer Couple, empty nest VIC Actual Attendee 
20 Male 41-50 Customer Service Manager Couple, empty nest VIC Substitute Attendee 
21 Female 31-40 Nurse Couple, children QLD Actual Attendee 
22 Female 31-40 Sales Manager Couple VIC Actual Attendee 
23 Female 18-20 Retail Assistant Single VIC Substitute Attendee 
24 Male 18-20 Student Single NSW Actual Attendee 
25 Female 31-40 Home Duties Couple, child VIC Substitute Attendee 
26 Male 21-30 Student Single VIC Actual Attendee 
27 Male 21-30 Council Worker Couple NSW Substitute Attendee 
28 Male 31-40 Call Centre Operator Couple, child VIC Substitute Attendee 

Appendix Table 4-6 Continued.  
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APPENDIX 5-1  

Panel 1 Item Review Form (Phase 2) 

 

This appendix provides a copy of the material that was given to the judges of the first item 

review panel, in the second research phase (see Chapter 5). The material included: a) a 

covering letter, and b) an item review form. 
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Griffith Business School 
Department of Tourism, Leisure, 
Hotel and Sport Management 
 
Postal address: 
Gold Coast Campus, Griffith University 
PO Box 50, GCMC 
Queensland 9726, Australia 

 

 

 

 

[Insert Panel Member Name here] 

[Insert Panel Member Address here] 

 

[Insert Date here] 

 

Dear [Insert Panel Member Name here],  

 

Thank-you again for your interest in this research; and for agreeing to be a part of a judging 

panel in the development of the project’s questionnaire. Just as a refresher, this research is 

situated in the area of major sporting events and consumer behaviour. The project is focused 

on the Emirates Melbourne Cup, and related celebrations that this major sporting event 

attracts around Australia. In particular, I am investigating the types of constraints that 

people encounter (such as time, money, or finding someone to attend with) and the effects 

that these constraints have on their decisions to either attend or not attend a major sporting 

event.  I am examining the effects of constraints in relation to: a) people who attend the 

actual major event (i.e., the Emirates Melbourne Cup event at Flemington racecourse), b) 

those who attend a ‘substitute’ of the actual major event (i.e., the Emirates Melbourne Cup 

Day activities at homes, pubs, sporting and non-sporting clubs, workplaces and at local 

racecourses), and c) those people who do not attend or celebrate the event whatsoever.   

 

To date, I have conducted a number of interviews with actual, substitute and non-attendees 

to the 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup, to try to “flesh out” and have a greater understanding 

of the types of constraints that people encounter; the types of constraint negotiation 

strategies and resources that some people use towards attending or not attending the actual 

or substitute events; and the elements of why some people choose to attend a substitute or 

alternative outcome to the actual major event. From these interviews I have written a series 

of definitions and sentences that capture the main constraints, negotiation strategies, and 

substitution outcome factors.  
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I am now at the stage where I need to evaluate how clearly the items read, how 

representative the items are to the definitions and to check that I have not missed anything 

important. Hence, this is where I require your assistance, knowledge and experience.  Please 

find attached the information that I would like you to evaluate. I anticipate that your 

evaluation of the attached material will take approximately 15 to 20 minutes in duration. 

Once you have finished reviewing and evaluating the items, please save the document and 

email to me at [Email address inserted here].  Alternatively, please print the document and 

mail to: 

 

Amanda Ayling 

[Address Line 1] 

[Address Line 2] 

[Address Line 3] 

[Address Line 4] 

 

Can you please return the attached information to me by C.O.B., Tuesday 29th August 2006.  

 

If you have any questions, or would like further information, please contact me on 

[Telephone number inserted here](office hours) or on [Telephone number inserted here] 

(anytime). Thank-you again for your help in this research.  I greatly appreciate your time 

and input.  

 

Many thanks, 

 

 

 

Amanda Ayling 

Enc.  
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The Constraint Negotiation Process and the Outcome of Substitution towards 
Major Event Spectatorship 

 
Scale Item Review Form  

 

 

Instructions on how to participate in the evaluation: 

 

 The following document contains the descriptions and items for three scales, 

which measure: 1) constraints, 2) negotiation, and 3) substitution outcome.  

 For each scale there is a description of what each scale aims to measure, as well 

as a description for each of the sub-dimensions of the scale. Under each sub-

dimension description there is a list of items that represent that sub-dimension.  

 Please read each sub-dimension description before indicating how representative 

the items in the list are to the description.  The representative levels range from: 

 

Not Representative Somewhat 
Representative Clearly Representative 

1 2 3 

 

 Please circle, bold or highlight the corresponding number. 

 There is space after each scale for you to provide any comments or feedback.  

For example, if there are any items that you feel need re-wording, any other 

areas that you feel that I may need to ‘tap’ into, and any other general 

comments that you may have about the scale or research.  
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Constraints Scale 

 
 

This scale aims to measure the internal and external restraining factors that vary in intensity, 

and inhibit, modify or prevent spectatorship. The scale includes: a) psychological, b) time, c) 

cost, d) social relationship, and e) access constraints.  

  

Psychological Constraints: General and event-specific internal states and attributes that constrain 

and influence participant’s spectatorship decisions. Factors include stress, self-confidence, and 

lack of interest, personal health, beliefs, a lack of enjoyment, age and personal preferences. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Label 

The main barriers or problems that I encountered when 
deciding to attend a Emirates Melbourne Cup celebration 
were that: 
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PC1 I am not interested in the event. 1 2 3 

PC2 I don’t know how to gamble on horseracing. 1 2 3 

PC3 I don’t like to be associated with alcohol consumption. 1 2 3 

PC4 I am not interested in horseracing. 1 2 3 

PC5 I don’t feel safe at events. 1 2 3 

PC6 I refused to be a part of a nation that stops for a horserace. 1 2 3 

PC7 I lose my patience easily in social situations. 1 2 3 

PC8 I feel that I am too old. 1 2 3 

PC9 I don’t like to be associated with gambling. 1 2 3 

PC10 I did not enjoy the event in the past.  1 2 3 

PC11 I don’t feel confident in social situations.  1 2 3 

PC12 I had too much stress in my day-to-day life. 1 2 3 

PC13 My own health problems made it difficult to attend. 1 2 3 

PC14 I don’t know anything about horseracing. 1 2 3 

PC15 I get frustrated easily in social situations. 1 2 3 

PC16 I don’t feel at ease in social situations.  1 2 3 

PC17 I feel anxious in social situations  1 2 3 
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Time Constraints: Time factors that limit or prevent the participant’s spectatorship. Factors 

include work, study, family, and social time commitments. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Label 

The main barriers or problems that I encountered when 
deciding to attend a Emirates Melbourne Cup celebration were 
that: 
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TC1 I had no time due to commitments to work.  1 2 3 

TC2 I had more important things to do.  1 2 3 

TC3 I had no time due to commitments to studies. 1 2 3 

TC4 I don’t have enough time. 1 2 3 

TC5 Attending the event required too much planning. 1 2 3 

 
 

 

Cost Constraints: Monetary or expense factors associated with the spectatorship. Factors include 

costs associated with: a) purchasing tickets and admission, b) parking, travelling and / or transport 

hire, and c) purchasing food, beverages, hats, clothing and other merchandise for or at the event.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Label 

The main barriers or problems that I encountered when 
deciding to attend a Emirates Melbourne Cup celebration were 
that: 
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CC1 I could not afford to spend money on tickets or entry. 1 2 3 

CC2 

 
The cost of transportation (inc. the present price of fuel) to the 
event was too high. 
 

1 2 3 

CC3 

 
The price of food and/or beverages at the event would be too 
expensive.  
 

1 2 3 

CC4 

 
I could not afford to spend money on a special outfit (inc. hats 
and/or clothing) to attend the event. 
 

1 2 3 

CC5 I had other financial commitments. 1 2 3 

CC6 I didn’t think that it is value for money. 1 2 3 
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Social Relationship Constraints: Perceived lack, influence and interactions of peers, friends, 

family and other social group members on participants’ spectatorship decisions. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Label 

The main barriers or problems that I encountered when 
deciding to attend a Emirates Melbourne Cup celebration were 
that: 
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SRC1 

 
I felt I was obliged to attend due to pressures of my partner, peers 
or work colleagues. 
 

1 2 3 

SRC2 I could not find the appropriate person or people to attend with. 1 2 3 

SRC3 

 
Someone close to me had an aliment or disability which made 
attending difficult.  
 

1 2 3 

SRC4 

 
My peers previous experiences and opinions of the event influenced 
me. 
 

1 2 3 

SRC5 

 
My family commitments such as to my children, partner and the 
home kept me from going. 
 

1 2 3 

SRC6 

 
I’d only attend if there were a large number of my friends or social 
group. 
 

1 2 3 

SRC7 I had nobody to attend with. 1 2 3 

SRC8 

 
I am more likely to go to the event if there is a mix of male and 
female peers. 
 

1 2 3 
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Access Constraints: Obstacles associated with gaining access, viewing and / or comfort to the 

venue / venue areas. Factors include: a) crowd behaviour and volume, b) distance to the event 

venue, c) ticketing systems, d) entering or exiting the venue, and e) facility quantity.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Label 

The main barriers or problems that I encountered when 
deciding to attend a Emirates Melbourne Cup celebration 
were that: 
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AC1 I’d have to battle the traffic and find parking at the event. 1 2 3 

AC2 

 
I find the crowd’s behaviour (i.e. language used or rowdy nature) 
at specific areas of the event unappealing.  
 

1 2 3 

AC3 

 
Getting tickets to the event or specific areas (i.e. marques or 
dining rooms) due to ticketing or balloting systems was too 
difficult.  
 

1 2 3 

AC4 

 
I’d rather not be caught up in the crowd all day (inc. access to 
facilities and amenities).  
 

1 2 3 

AC5 The weather (i.e. too hot, too cold, too rainy, etc) prevented me 
from attending. 1 2 3 

AC6 The crowd’s size would make it difficult to watch the event. 1 2 3 

AC7 The distance that I had to travel to the event was too great. 1 2 3 

AC8 I had no way to get to the event. 1 2 3 

AC9 I find public transport unappealing. 1 2 3 

AC10 The size of the crowd entering and exiting the venue was 
unappealing. 1 2 3 

AC11 
he number of facilities and amenities for the large number of 
people at the event would be insufficient. 
 

1 2 3 

AC12 There is no or limited access to replay or commentary of the 
event.  1 2 3 

AC13 I could not gain access to an area that was close to the action.  1 2 3 

 

Comments 
_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________ 
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Negotiation Scale  

 
This scale aims to measure the various strategies and / or resources that assist consumers to 

overcome or alleviate the effects of constraints on spectatorship. Strategies include: a) time 

management, b) financial, c) social relationship co-ordination, d) activity compromise, and 

f) prior knowledge.  

 

Time Management: Organisation of time in order to overcome or lessen the impact of 

constraints in spectatorship decisions. Tactics include the alteration and organisation of time. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Label 

Thinking about the main barriers or problems that I 
encountered, some of the things that I used to overcome or 
reduce these barriers or problems was that: 
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TMN1 I worked hard so that I could have more time at the event. 1 2 3 

TMN2 I asked my family to participate in the daily chores so that I could 
have more time at the event.  1 2 3 

TMN3 I used a childminder or babysitter to make free time. 1 2 3 

TMN4 I prioritised what I did and made attending the event a priority. 1 2 3 

TMN5 I arrived early at the venue so that I could avoid the crowd. 1 2 3 

TMN6 I worked attending the event around my other commitments. 1 2 3 

TMN7 I tried to leave the venue early so that I could avoid the crowd. 1 2 3 

TMN8 I cut short the time that I spent at the event. 1 2 3 

TMN9 I tried to be organised with my time. 1 2 3 

TMN10 I tried to plan ahead for things. 1 2 3 

TMN11 I set aside time so that I could attend the event. 1 2 3 

TMN12 I took turns with my spouse/partner taking care of the children. 1 2 3 

TMN13 I get up earlier to make more time so that I can attend the event. 1 2 3 

TMN14 I try to teach my children to be more responsible and help with 
things. 1 2 3 

TMN15 If I want to attend the event, I drop what I am doing and go. 1 2 3 

TMN16 I try to attend the event in off-peak times when the facilities are less 
busy.  1 2 3 
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Financial: Organisation of monetary funds to overcome or alleviate the impact of constraints in 

spectatorship decisions. Tactics include saving / borrowing money, attending a cheaper aspect 

of the venue, and sourcing free / discounted entry.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Label 

Thinking about the main barriers or problems that I 
encountered, some of the things that I used to overcome or 
reduce these barriers or problems was that: 
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FSN1 I made sacrifices in other areas of my spending so that I could 
attend the event. 1 2 3 

FSN2 I utilised my credit card so that I could attend the event. 1 2 3 

FSN3 I brought my own food and / or drinks to the event. 1 2 3 

FSN4 I saved money so that I could attend the event. 1 2 3 

FSN5 I borrowed money so that I could attend the event. 1 2 3 

FSN6 I improvised by attending a cheaper area of the venue. 1 2 3 

FSN7 I sought free or discounted entry to the event. 1 2 3 

FSN8 I have learned to live within my means. 1 2 3 

FSN9 I try to budget my money. 1 2 3 

FSN10 I am trying to get a better job.  1 2 3 

 

Social Relationship Coordination: Organisation of social relationships close to the participant 

to overcome or alleviate the impact of constraints in spectatorship decisions. Tactics include 

synchronising schedules and plans, and sourcing an appropriate partner or group.  
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Thinking about the main barriers or problems that I 
encountered, some of the things that I used to overcome or 
reduce these barriers or problems was that: 
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SRN1 I organised members of my social group so that they could attend 
the event with me. 1 2 3 

SRN2 I went with people of my own age group. 1 2 3 

SRN3 I arranged rides or transport with others. 1 2 3 

SRN4 I went with people of my own gender. 1 2 3 

SRN5 I went with a mix of male and female peers. 1 2 3 
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Social Relationship Coordination Continued. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Label 

Thinking about the main barriers or problems that I 
encountered, some of the things that I used to overcome or 
reduce these barriers or problems was that: 
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SRN6 I tried to find people to go to the event with. 1 2 3 

SRN7 I tried to go with people who have similar interests.  1 2 3 

 
 
 

Activity Compromise: The compromise of an intended activity to attend a celebration to be 

with or to satisfy partners and social relationship needs. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Label 

Thinking about the main barriers or problems that I 
encountered, some of the things that I used to overcome or 
reduce these barriers or problems was that: 

N
ot
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ACN1 

 
I compromised on a preferred activity and attended the event 
so that I could be with someone close to me. 
 

1 2 3 

ACN2 I have no interest in the event but I attended because someone 
close to me wanted to go. 1 2 3 

ACN3 

 
The event does not particularly interest me but I attended 
because I was offered free entry. 
 

1 2 3 

ACN4 

 
I changed my plans and attended the event so that someone 
close to me could go. 
 

1 2 3 

ACN5 

 
I don’t like horseracing but I attended because someone I know 
wanted to go.  
 

1 2 3 

ACN6 

 
I compromised on a preferred activity and attended the event 
so that some close to me could attend.  
 

1 2 3 
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Prior Knowledge: Prior knowledge of the event and other major events, derived from direct 

experiences and / or vicariously through others that assists participants to overcome or reduce 

the influence of constraints on spectatorship. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Label 

Thinking about the main barriers or problems that I 
encountered, some of the things that I used to overcome or 
reduce these barriers or problems was that: 

N
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PKN1 I found a way to manage my health condition or injury to attend 
the event. 1 2 3 

PKN2 I applied the things that I have learned from attending other major 
events. 1 2 3 

PKN3 I applied the things that I have learned from attending previous 
Emirates Melbourne Cup celebrations. 1 2 3 

PKN4 I applied the things that I have learned from listening to other 
people’s experiences with Emirates Melbourne Cup celebrations. 1 2 3 

PKN5 I applied the things that I have learned from listening to other 
people’s experiences with other major events.  1 2 3 

 
 
Comments 
_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________ 
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Substitution Outcome Scale 

 

This scale measures a behavioural outcome where acceptably equivalent benefits and needs of 

the actual major event are obtained through an alternative experience format. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Label 

Thinking about the main barriers or problems that I 
encountered, some of the things that I used to overcome or 
reduce these barriers or problems was that: 
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SO1 

 
I found an alternative venue, which provided me with similar 
benefits of the actual event. 
 

1 2 3 

SO2 I sought a venue that was cheaper than the actual event. 1 2 3 

SO3 

 
I attended an alternative venue so that I could experience 
similar outcomes of the actual event. 
 

1 2 3 

SO4 I substituted a preferred event venue for a more convenient one. 1 2 3 

SO5 I found an alternative venue that was close to my home. 1 2 3 

SO6 

 
I substituted another more convenient event venue for a 
preferred one. 
 

1 2 3 

 

 

Comments 
______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

Thank-you for your help with this research! 
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APPENDIX 5-2 

Panel 2 Item Review Form (Phase 2) 

 

This appendix provides the material that was distributed to the judges in the second item 

review panel in the second research phase (Chapter 5). The material included: a) a covering 

letter and b) an item review form.  
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Griffith Business School 
Department of Tourism, Leisure, 
Hotel and Sport Management 
 
Postal address: 
Gold Coast Campus, Griffith University 
PO Box 50, GCMC 
Queensland 9726, Australia 

 

 

 

[Insert Panel Member Name here] 

[Insert Panel Member Address here] 

 

[Insert Date here] 

 

Dear [Insert Panel Member Name here],  

 

Thank-you again for your interest in this research, and for agreeing to be a part of a judging 

panel in the development of the project’s questionnaire. Just as a refresher, this research is 

situated in the area of major sporting events and consumer behaviour.  The project is focused on 

the Emirates Melbourne Cup, and related celebrations that this major sporting event attracts 

around Australia. In particular, I am investigating the types of constraints or barriers that people 

encounter (such as time, money, or finding someone to attend with) and the effects that these 

constraints have on their decisions to either attend or not attend a major sporting event. I am 

examining the effects of constraints in relation to: a) people who attend the actual major event 

(i.e., the Emirates Melbourne Cup event at Flemington racecourse), b) those who attend a 

‘substitute’ of the actual major event (i.e., the Emirates Melbourne Cup Day activities at homes, 

pubs, sporting and non-sporting clubs, workplaces and at local racecourses), and c) those people 

who do not attend or celebrate the event whatsoever.   

 

To date, I have conducted a number of interviews with actual, substitute and non-attendees to 

the 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup, to try to “flesh out” and have a greater understanding of the 

types of constraints that people encounter; the types of constraint negotiation strategies and 

resources that some people use towards attending or not attending the actual or substitute 

events; and the elements of why some people choose to attend a substitute or alternative 

outcome to the actual major event. From these interviews I have written a series of definitions 

and sentences that capture the main perceived constraints, constraint negotiation strategies; and 

substitution outcome factors.  

 

I am now at the stage where I need to evaluate how clearly the items read, how representative 

the items are to the definitions and to check that I have not missed anything important. Hence, 

this is where I require your assistance, knowledge and experience.  Please find attached the 
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information that I would like you to evaluate.  I anticipate that your evaluation of the attached 

material will take approximately 15 to 20 minutes in duration. Once you have finished 

reviewing and evaluating the items, please save the document and email to me at [Email address 

inserted here] Alternatively, please print the document and mail to: 

 

Amanda Ayling 

[Address Line 1] 

[Address Line 2] 

[Address Line 3] 

[Address Line 4] 

 

Can you please return the attached information to me by C.O.B., Tuesday 29th August 2006.  

 

If you have any questions, or would like further information, please contact me on [Telephone 

number inserted here] (office hours) or on [Telephone number inserted here] (anytime). Thank-

you again for your help in this research.  I greatly appreciate your time and input.  

 

Many thanks, 

 

 

 

Amanda Ayling 

Enc.  
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The Constraint Negotiation Process and the Outcome of Substitution towards 
Major Event Spectatorship 

 

 

 

Instructions on how to participate in the evaluation: 

 

 The following document contains the descriptions and items for three scales which 

measure: 1) constraints, 2) negotiation, and 3) substitution outcome.  

 For each scale there is a description of what each scale aims to measure, as well as a 

description of each sub-dimension of the scale.  

 For each sub-dimension there is an associated abbreviation.  

 Please allocate an abbreviation to each item that you think best represents the sub-

dimension description.  

 

There is space after each scale for you to provide any comments or feedback.  For 

example, if there are any items that you feel need re-wording, any other areas that you 

feel that I may need to ‘tap’ into and any other general comments that you may have 

about the scale or research.  
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Constraints Scale 

 
 

This scale aims to measure the internal and external restraining factors that vary in intensity, 

and inhibit, modify or prevent spectatorship. The scale includes: a) psychological, b) time, c) 

cost, d) social relationship, and e) access constraints. 

  

Dimension Code 
 
Psychological Constraints: General and event-specific internal states and 
attributes that constrain and influence participant’s spectatorship decisions. Factors 
include stress, self-confidence, and lack of interest, personal health, beliefs, a lack 
of enjoyment, age and personal preferences. 
 

P 

 
Time Constraints: Time factors that limit or prevent the participant’s 
spectatorship. Factors include work, study, family, and social time commitments. 
 

T 

 
Cost Constraints: Monetary or expense factors associated with the spectatorship. 
Factors include costs associated with: a) purchasing tickets and admission, b) 
parking, travelling and / or transport hire, and c) purchasing food, beverages, hats, 
clothing and other merchandise for or at the event. 
 

C 

 
Social Relationship Constraints: Perceived lack, influence and interactions of 
peers, friends, family and other social group members on participants’ spectatorship 
decisions. 
 

S 

 
Access Constraints: Obstacles associated with gaining access, viewing and / or 
comfort to the venue / venue areas. Factors include: a) crowd behaviour and 
volume, b) distance to the event venue, c) ticketing systems, d) entering or exiting 
the venue, and e) facility quantity. 
 

AV 

 
Item does not fit any dimension / definition  
 

* 
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Item Code

The number of facilities and amenities for the large number of people at the event would 
be insufficient.  

I had no time due to commitments to studies.  

I don’t know anything about horseracing.  

The crowd’s size would make it difficult to watch the event.  

I feel that I am too old.  

My peers previous experiences and opinions of the event influenced me.  

The weather (i.e. too hot, too cold, too rainy, etc) prevented me from attending.  

My own health problems made it difficult to attend.  

There is no or limited access to replay or commentary of the event.  

My responsibilities to my family or partner kept me from going.  

I had more important things to do.  

I am not interested in the event.  

I’d rather not be caught up in the crowd all day (inc. access to facilities and amenities).  

I don’t like to be associated with gambling.  

The size of the crowd entering and exiting the venue was unappealing.  

The price of food and/or beverages at the event would be too expensive.  

I get frustrated easily in social situations.  

Someone close to me had an aliment or disability which made attending difficult.  

I don’t like to be associated with alcohol consumption.  

I had other financial commitments.  

I feel anxious in social situations   

I find public transport unappealing.  

I had too much stress in my day-to-day life.  
My family commitments such as to my children, partner and the home kept me from 
going.  

I’d only attend if there were a large number of my friends or social group.  

The distance that I had to travel to the event was too great.  

I refused to be a part of a nation that stops for a horserace.  
I could not afford to spend money on a special outfit (inc. hats and/or clothing) to attend 
the event.  

I could not find the appropriate person or people to attend with.  
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Item Code 

I don’t know how to gamble on horseracing.  

I am more likely to go to the event if there is a mix of male and female peers.  
I find the crowd’s behaviour (i.e. language used or rowdy nature) at specific areas of the 
event unappealing.  

I don’t feel confident in social situations.  

The cost of transportation (inc. the present price of fuel) to the event was too high.  

I don’t feel safe at events.  
Getting tickets to the event or specific areas (i.e. marques or dining rooms) due to 
ticketing or balloting systems was too difficult.  

I did not enjoy the event in the past.  

I didn’t think that it is value for money.  

I had no way to get to the event.  

I had nobody to attend with.  

I lose my patience easily in social situations.  

I had no time due to commitments to work.  

I could not afford to spend money on tickets or entry.  

I felt I was obliged to attend due to pressures of my partner, peers or work colleagues.  

I am not interested in horseracing.  

I’d have to battle the traffic and find parking at the event.  

Attending the event required too much planning.  

I don’t feel at ease in social situations.  

I could not gain access to an area that was close to the action.  

I don’t have enough time.  

 
 

Comments 
_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________ 
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Negotiation and Substitution Outcome Scales 

 
This scale aims to measure the various strategies and / or resources that assist consumers to 

overcome or alleviate the effects of constraints on spectatorship. Strategies include: a) time 

management, b) financial, c) social relationship co-ordination, d) activity compromise, and 

f) prior knowledge. Also contained in this section of the document are a number of items 

that have been designed to measure substitution outcomes.  

 

Dimension Code 
 

Time Management: Organisation of time in order to overcome or lessen the 
impact of constraints in spectatorship decisions. Tactics include the alteration 
and organisation of time. 

 

T 

 
Financial: Organisation of monetary funds to overcome or alleviate the impact 
of constraints in spectatorship decisions. Tactics include saving / borrowing 
money, attending a cheaper aspect of the venue, and sourcing free / discounted 
entry. 

 

F 

 
Social Relationship Coordination: Organisation of social relationships close to 
the participant to overcome or alleviate the impact of constraints in spectatorship 
decisions. Tactics include synchronising schedules and plans, and sourcing an 
appropriate partner or group. 

 

SR 

 
Activity Compromise: The compromise of an intended activity to attend a 
celebration to be with or to satisfy partners and social relationship needs. 

 

A 

 
Prior Knowledge: Prior knowledge of the event and other major events, derived 
from direct experiences and / or vicariously through others that assists 
participants to overcome or reduce the influence of constraints on spectatorship. 

 

P 

 
Substitution Outcome: a behavioural outcome where acceptably equivalent 
benefits and needs of the actual major event are obtained through an alternative 
experience format. 

 
 

SO 

 
Item does not fit any dimension / definition  

 
* 
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Item Code 

I tried to find people to go to the event with.  

I improvised by attending a cheaper area of the venue.  

I worked attending the event around my other commitments.  

I sought a venue that was cheaper than the actual event.  

I took turns with my spouse/partner taking care of the children.  

I went with a mix of male and female peers.  

I tried to leave the venue early so that I could avoid the crowd.  

I changed my plans and attended the event so that someone close to me could go.  

I have learned to live within my means.  

I went with people of my own gender.  

I tried to be organised with my time.  

I sought free or discounted entry to the event.  

I tried to plan ahead for things.  

I am trying to get a better job.  
I asked my family to participate in the daily chores so that I could have more time at 
the event.  

I have no interest in the event but I attended because someone close to me wanted 
to go.  

I saved money so that I could attend the event.  

I substituted a preferred event venue for a more convenient one.  

I don’t like horseracing but I attended because someone I know wanted to go.  

I get up earlier to make more time so that I can attend the event.  

I arranged rides or transport with others.  

I prioritised what I did and made attending the event a priority.  

I found an alternative venue that was close to my home.  
The event does not particularly interest me but I attended because I was offered free 
entry.  

I tried to go with people who have similar interests.  

I cut short the time that I spent at the event.  

I try to budget my money.  

I borrowed money so that I could attend the event.  

I used a childminder or babysitter to make free time.  
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Item Code 

I found an alternative venue, which provided me with similar benefits of the actual 
event.  

I applied the things that I have learned from attending previous Emirates Melbourne 
Cup celebrations.  

I arrived early at the venue so that I could avoid the crowd.  

I applied the things that I have learned from listening to other people’s experiences 
with other major events.  

I try to attend the event in off-peak times when the facilities are less busy.  

I substituted another more convenient event venue for a preferred one.  

I applied the things that I have learned from attending other major events.  

I attended an alternative venue so that I could experience similar outcomes of the 
actual event.  

I worked hard so that I could have more time at the event.  

I brought my own food and / or drinks to the event.  

I went with people of my own age group.  

I compromised on a preferred activity and attended the event so that I could be with 
someone close to me.  

I try to teach my children to be more responsible and help with things.  

I utilised my credit card so that I could attend the event.  

If I want to attend the event, I drop what I am doing and go.  

I organised members of my social group so that they could attend the event with 
me.  

I made sacrifices in other areas of my spending so that I could attend the event.  

I applied the things that I have learned from listening to other people’s experiences 
with Emirates Melbourne Cup celebrations.  

I set aside time so that I could attend the event.  

I compromised on a preferred activity and attended the event so that some close to 
me could attend.  

I found a way to manage my health condition or injury to attend the event.  

 
Comments 
______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________ 

Thank-you for your help with this research! 
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APPENDIX 5-3  

Pilot Survey Instrument Package (Phase 2) 

 

This appendix provides a copy of the survey instrument package that was used in the pre 

and pilot tests in the second research phase (Chapter 5). This appendix contains: a) a 

covering letter, b) an information sheet, c) the questionnaire d) open-ended questions to 

measure readability and comprehensiveness, and e) prize entry information and coupon. 

The sample for the pre-test in this phase were given the whole survey instrument package 

(i.e., covering letter, information sheet, questionnaire, open-ended questions and prize entry 

information and coupon), while the pilot test sample were just given the questionnaire from 

the package. 
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 Griffith Business School 
Department of Tourism, Leisure, Hotel 
and Sport Management 
 
Postal address: 
Gold Coast Campus, Griffith University 
PO Box 50, GCMC 
Queensland 9726, Australia 

 

 

 

[Insert Date here] 

 

Dear [Inserted Participant’s Name here], 

 

I am a PhD candidate in the Department of Tourism, Leisure, Hotel and Sport Management and 

I am writing to invite you to participate in a pre-test of a phase of my PhD research project, by 

completing the attached questionnaire. The project is looking at the decision-making process of 

attendees and non-attendees to a major sporting event, such as the Emirates Melbourne Cup. 

Further information on the project has been briefly been attached to this letter. Please take a few 

minutes to read over this information.  

 

To ensure the success of this pre-test and my PhD, your participation is both important and 

greatly appreciated by me. I would therefore be grateful if you could complete the attached 

questionnaire based on what you did on last year’s (2005) Emirates Melbourne Cup Day, and 

return it to me by the GU internal mail system. Even if you did not attend the Melbourne 

Cup at Flemington racecourse or any associated Melbourne Cup Day celebrations last 

year (2005), I would appreciate it if you would complete the attached questionnaire to the best 

of your ability and knowledge, as I am interested in finding out your experiences and decisions 

regarding this event. I anticipate that the questionnaire will take you around 15 minutes to 

complete. If you participated in an interview, associated with an early stage of this 

research, please do not participate in this pre-test. 
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As an additional INCENTIVE, all those who complete the questionnaire and return it with the 

attached prize entry coupon by Wednesday 12th October 2006 by 5pm will be entered into the 

prize draw to WIN ONE OF FIVE TEA or COFFEE VOUCHERS, redeemable at the “THE 

COFFEE BUG”, located between the Lecture Theatres, Gold Coast campus. Winners will be 

contacted by e-mail. To enter the prize draw, all you need to do is: 

1. Fill in the questionnaire 

2. Place your name and e-mail address on the attached prize entry coupon, and place in 

small envelope. 

3. Place completed questionnaire and small envelope into the inter-office envelope. 

4. Place the inter-office envelope in the GU internal Mail System. Good Luck! 

 

All information gathered is completely confidential and anonymous – I ask that you do not write 

your name or any other identifying information on the questionnaire. Questionnaires will be 

separated from the prize entry coupon, so your contact details will not be associated with the 

completed questionnaire in any way.  Names and contact information on the prize entry coupons 

will not be provided to any third parties. If you wish to complete the questionnaire, but do not 

wish to enter the prize draw, please return the questionnaire without completing the prize entry 

coupon.  Returning the questionnaire is taken as your consent to participate in this research. If 

you require any further information on the project, please contact myself, Amanda Ayling on 

[Telephone number inserted here] or at [Email address inserted here].  

 

Thank-you in advance for your time and assistance with this pre-test. 

 

Amanda Ayling 

Enc. 
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CELEBRATIONS OF THE 2005 EMIRATES MELBOURNE CUP Research Project 

 
INFORMATION SHEET 

 

 

 

RESEARCH TEAM: 

Amanda Ayling Prof. Beverley Sparks A/Prof. Dan Funk 

PhD Candidate Principal Supervisor Associate Supervisor 

[Telephone number inserted 

here] 

[Telephone number inserted 

here] 

[Telephone number inserted 

here] 

[Email address inserted here] [Email address inserted here] [Email address inserted here] 

 

 

This pre-test questionnaire forms a part of a PhD project, situated in the area of consumer 

behaviour and major sporting events. We often feel the impact of constraints on our decisions to 

participate in a variety of activities in daily life.  For example, whether it is finding the time, 

money or someone to participate with in leisure or touristic activities, such as playing golf, 

going on a holiday or attending a major event, can sometimes provide a challenge.  This project 

is looking at the types and effects that these constraints have on people’s decisions to attend a 

major sporting event. In particular, the project is studying the links between the types of 

constraints that people encounter, their level of motivation towards attending or not attending 

the event; their attendance preference, and the types of strategies and resources that some people 

may use to overcome constraints to attend the event.  

 

We are interested in hearing from: 

 People who have attended the 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup event at Flemington 

racecourse, 

 Those people who attended a ‘substitute’ event of the 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup, and  

 Those people who have no involvement in the event or associated celebrations, whatsoever. 

 



 386 

Substitute events are celebrations or viewing parties that are held away from the actual major 

event site, such as Flemington racecourse, but at the same time as the actual major event.  In the 

case of the Emirates Melbourne Cup, substitute events include listening or watching the race on 

the radio or television, and / or partaking in the Emirates Melbourne Cup day activities and 

luncheons at homes, hotels, pubs, sporting / non-sporting clubs, workplaces, and at local 

racecourse. 

 

The research will benefit event organisers and destination marketing organisations in providing 

a greater understanding and insight into the decision-making process of attendees and non-

attendees to major sporting events, which will ultimately benefit the event consumer. 

Convenience sampling has been used for this pre-test.  

 

Information collected as part of this research will remain confidential and only aggregate or 

combined results will be reported in any subsequent publications, if the need arises. By 

completing and returning this questionnaire, you are indicating your willingness and consent to 

participate in this project. Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the 

Australian National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Research Involving Humans. If potential 

participants have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the project, they can 

be made directly to Amanda Ayling (see contact details above) or to the Manager, Research 

Ethics on [Telephone number inserted here] or to [Email address inserted here]. 

 

Privacy Statement 
The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and / or use of your individual personal information.  The information 
collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to third parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal or other 
regulatory authority requirements.  A deidentified copy of this data may be used for other research purposes.  However, your 
anonymity will at all times be safeguarded.  For further information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at 
www.gu.edu.au/ua/aa/vc/pp or telephone [Telephone number inserted here]. 
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CELEBRATIONS OF THE 2005 EMIRATES MELBOURNE CUP 

Research Project  

 

QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

 

 

 

 
  

 

 

 

Instructions  

 Even if you did not attend the Emirates Melbourne Cup Day at Flemington racecourse or 

any associated Emirates Melbourne Cup Day celebration on Tuesday 1st November 2005, 

please complete the following questions to the best of your ability. 

 Most of the questions ask you to tick a box or circle a number that best represents your 

experiences and perceptions. 

 Please do not write your name or any other identifying information on the questionnaire. 
 The questionnaire should take around 10 to 15 minutes to complete. 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Key Terms 

 

The Actual Event refers to the 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup Day activities held at Flemington 

racecourse (inc. the activities in the racecourse car park).  

 

Substitute Event/s refers to the 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup Day activities that are held at 

venues that are away from Flemington racecourse. Substitute events include listening or watching 

the race on the radio / television, and / or partaking in the activities or luncheons at homes, 

sporting / non-sporting clubs, pubs, hotels, workplaces, local racecourses and outdoor areas, 

amongst many other venues.  

 

In some questions, the term “celebration” is used (i.e., “celebrations of the 2005 Emirates 

Melbourne Cup” or “2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup celebrations”). Celebration refers to both the 

actual event and substitute event.  

 

 
 
 



 388 

 
Section A: First, we are interested to find out what you did on the 2005  

Emirates Melbourne Cup Day. 

 

Q1a. 

 
On the 1st November 2005, did you attend the Emirates Melbourne Cup 
event at Flemington racecourse?  
 

  1Yes  (Go to Q 2a.) 2 No  (Go to Q 1b.) 
 
 

Q1b. 
On the 1st November 2005, did you attend a substitute event of the 
Emirates Melbourne Cup, away from Flemington racecourse?  
 

  

  1Yes  (Go to Q 3a.) 2 No  (Go to Q 5a.) 
 
 

Q2a. 
What area of Flemington racecourse did you mainly attend for the 2005 
Emirates Melbourne Cup? (Please tick ONE box only). 
 

 1 General Admission 2 Racecourse Car Park 3 Marquee 

 4 Corporate Area 5 Members Area 6 Grandstand 

 7 Dining Room / Restaurant 8 Other area (please specify)_______________ 
 

 
 

Q2b. Did you attend this area of Flemington racecourse for work-related 
reasons?  

  1Yes  (Go to Q 3a.) 2 No  (Go to Q 3a.) 
 

Q3a. What type of substitute event venue did you mainly attend?  Was it at… 
(Please tick ONE box only). 

 1 Home 2 Friend’s house 3 Workplace 

 4 Hotel / Resort 5 Pub / Tavern 6 Casino 

 7 Sporting Club 8 Non-sporting Club 9 Park 

 10 Function Hall / Centre 11 Other (please specify)______________________ 
 
Q3b. Did you attend this venue for work-related reasons?  

  1Yes  (Go to Q 4a.) 2 No  (Go to Q 4a.) 
 



 389

Q4a. Did you attend this venue for the 2004 Emirates Melbourne Cup Day?  
  1Yes  (Go to Q 5.) 2 No  (Go to Q 4b.) 
 

Q4b. If NO, please specify the type of venue you attended.  
 _______________________________________________  (Go to Q 5.) 
 

Section B:  Please complete this section, regardless of whether you  

attended or did not attend a 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup 

celebration.  
 
 
Q5. 

What is your level of involvement towards your decision to either attend 
or not attend an Emirates Melbourne Cup celebration?   
 
Please read the following statements and circle ONE number in EACH row.  
 

 
To me, the decision to attend a Emirates Melbourne Cup celebration: 
 

Is important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Is unimportant 

Is of no concern to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Is of concern to me 

Means a lot to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Means nothing to me 

Matters to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Doesn’t matter to me 

Is significant  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Is insignificant 
 
 
 
Q6. 

How strongly motivated are you to attend the 2005 Emirates Melbourne 
Cup event?  Please rate each of the following statements, where 1 = Never 
True to 7 = Always True.  
 

 

N
ev

er
 

T
ru

e 

 

    

A
lw

ay
s 

T
ru

e 

I regret when I am unable to attend a celebration. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Even when attendance is inconvenient I still try to 
attend. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I feel that attendance to the celebration is vitally 
important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I am really interested in attending the celebration. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I feel that spending time at the celebration is more 
worthwhile than spending time for other leisure 
activities.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Section C:  Please complete this section, regardless of whether you  

attended or did not attend a 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup 

celebration. 

 
Q7. 

The following are a list of factors that may have influenced your decisions 
to either attend or not attend a 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup celebration. 
Please rate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the following 
statements, where 1 = Strongly Disagree and 7 = Strongly Agree.   
 

The main barriers or problems that I encountered when 
deciding to attend a 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup 
celebration were that: 
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I felt I was obliged to attend due to the pressures of my 
partner, peers or work colleagues.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I find the crowd’s behaviour (i.e. language used or rowdy 
nature) at specific areas of the event unappealing.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I lose my patience easily in social situations.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Getting tickets to the event or specific event areas (i.e. 
marques or dining rooms) due to ticketing or balloting 
systems was too difficult.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I don’t like to be associated with alcohol consumption.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

My peers’ previous experiences and opinions of the event 
influenced me.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I don’t feel safe at events.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I’d have to battle the traffic and find parking at the event.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I had no time due to commitments to studies.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I am not interested in horseracing.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I could not afford to spend money on tickets or entry.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I had no way to get to the event.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I get frustrated in social situations.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I’d rather not be caught up in the crowd all day (inc. access 
to facilities & amenities) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I don’t like to be associated with gambling.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I find public transport to the event unappealing.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I am not interested in the event. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The cost of transportation (inc. the present price of fuel) to 
the event was too high. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I’d only attend if there were a large number of my friends 
or social group. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I did not enjoy the event in the past.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I could not afford to spend money on a special outfit (inc. 
hats &/or clothing). 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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The main barriers or problems that I encountered when 
deciding to attend a 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup 
celebration was that: 
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I didn’t think it would be value for money. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I feel anxious about the being in social situations.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Attending the event required too much planning.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I could not find the appropriate person or people to attend 
with.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

My own health problems made it difficult to attend.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I had more important things to do.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I feel that I am too old.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The weather (i.e. too hot, too cold, too rainy, etc) prevented 
me from attending.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I had other financial commitments.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I don’t have enough time.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I refused to be part of a nation that stops for a horserace.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The crowd’s size would prevent my ability to watch the event. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The price of food &/or drinks at the event would be too 
expensive.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I don’t know how to gamble on horseracing.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

My family commitments, such as to my children, partner and 
the home, kept me from going.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I had no time due to commitments to work.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I don’t feel confident in social situations.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Someone close to me had an aliment or disability which made 
attending difficult.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The distance that I had to travel to event was too great. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I had too much stress in my day-to-day life. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I don’t know anything about horseracing.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
 
 

 
Q8. 

Were there any other barriers or problems that you encountered when deciding 
to attend a 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup celebration?  
___________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________ 
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Section D: Please complete this section regardless of whether you  

attended or did not attend a 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup 

celebration. 

 
 
Q9. 

The items listed below represent the sorts of things that people do to 
overcome barriers or problems to attend events like the Emirates 
Melbourne Cup celebrations. Please rate each item in terms of whether you 
engaged in such activities to attend this year’s celebrations, where 1 = Strongly 
Disagree and 7 = Strongly Agree.    
 

 
Thinking about the main barriers or problems that I 
encountered, some of the things that I used to 
overcome or reduce these barriers or problems were: 
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I made sacrifices in other areas of my spending so that I 
could attend the event.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I asked my family and/or partner to share in the daily 
chores.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I improvised by attending a cheaper area of the venue.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I have no interest in the event, but I attended because 
someone close to me wanted to go.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I tried to be organised with my time.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I found an alternative venue was close to my home.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I don’t like horseracing, but I attended because 
someone I know wanted to go.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I have learned to live within my means.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I compromised on a preferred activity and attended the 
event, so that someone close to me could attend. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I attended an alternative venue so that I can experience 
similar outcomes of the actual event.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I worked hard so that I could have more time at the 
event.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I applied the things that I have learned from attending 
previous Melbourne Cup celebrations.   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I saved money so that I could attend the event.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I have learned to attend the event despite my health 
condition or injury.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The event does not particularly interest me, but I 
attended because I was offered free entry.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I used a childminder or babysitter to make free time.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I found an alternative venue, which provided me with 
similar benefits of the actual event.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I sought a cheaper venue of the actual event.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I changed my plans and attended the event, so that 
someone close to me could go.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I cut short the time I spent at the event.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Thinking about the main barriers or problems that I 
encountered, some of the things that I used to 
overcome or reduce these barriers or problems were: 
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I sought free or discounted entry to the event.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I applied the things that I have learned from attending 
other major events.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I prioritised what I did and made attending the event a 
priority. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I went to the event with people of my own gender. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I utilised my credit card so that I could attend the event. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I applied the things that I have learned from listening to 
other people’s experiences with other major events.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I arrived early at the venue so that I could avoid the 
crowd.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I went to the event with people of my own age group.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I organised members of my social group so that they 
could attend the event with me.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I compromised on a preferred activity and attended the 
event so that I could be with someone close to me.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I borrowed money so that I can attend the event.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I worked attending the event around my other 
commitments. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I applied the things that I have learned from listening to 
other people’s experiences with other major events. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I went with a mix of male and female peers to make me 
feel more secure in the event crowd.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I tried to leave the venue early so that I can avoid the 
crowd. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I tried to leave the venue early so that I can avoid the 
crowd.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I substituted a preferred event venue for a more 
convenient one.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I brought my own food and / or drinks to the event.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I arranged rides or transport with others.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I went to the event with a mix of males and females. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I worked attending the event around my other 
commitments.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 
Q10. 

Were there any other strategies that you used or did to overcome or reduce the 
barriers that you encountered in deciding to attend a 2005 Emirates Melbourne 
Cup celebration?  
___________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________ 
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Section E: If you DID NOT attend a 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup  

celebration, DO NOT complete this section. Instead, please GO 

TO SECTION F. 

  
 

We now have two questions about your attendance to a 2005 Emirates 
Melbourne Cup celebration.  

 
 

Q11. 
How satisfied were of the 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup celebration at 
this venue? Please circle ONE number ONLY. 
 

 Very Unsatisfied Unsatisfied Unsure Satisfied Very Satisfied 

 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 

Q12. 
How likely would you be to attend the celebration at this venue for the 2006 
Emirates Melbourne Cup? Please circle ONE number ONLY. 
 

 Very Unlikely Unlikely Unsure Likely Very Likely 

 1 2 3 4 5 

 

 
Section F:  We now have some questions about you that will be used for  

classification purposes within our analysis. All information is 

confidential.  

 
Q13. Are you… 1 Male 2 Female 
 
Q14. What is your year of birth? ___ ___ ___ ___  
 
Q15. What is your relationship status?  Please tick ONE box ONLY.  
  1 Single 2 Couple 
 
Q16. What is your highest level of education? Please tick ONE box ONLY.  
  1 Year 10 or less 2 Year 11 / 12 

  3 Certificate / Diploma 4 Trade Qualification 

  5 University Degree  6 Postgraduate Degree 

  7 Other (please specify) ___________________________________ 
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Q17. What is your postcode? ___ ___ ___ ___ 
 
Q18. What is your employment status? Please tick ONE box ONLY.  
  1 Full time 2 Part time 

  3 Casual 4 Retired 

  5 Self employed  6 Not employed 

  7 Other (please specify) ___________________________________ 

 

Q19. Do you have dependent children living 
with you at home? 1 Yes 2 No 

 
 
 

Q20. What is your approximate gross (before tax) combined household 
income? Please tick ONE box ONLY.  

  1 Under $20,000 2 $20,000 – 30,000 

  3 $30,001 – 40,000 4 $40,001 – 50,000 

  5 $50,001 - $70,000 6 $70,001 – 100,000 

  7 $100,001 – 150,000 8 Over $150,000 

  9 Don’t know. 10 Prefer not to say. 
 

Q21. Have you previously (prior to 2005) attended the Emirates Melbourne Cup 
at Flemington racecourse? 

  1Yes  2 No  
 

Q22. Do you place bets or wagers on horseracing other than on Emirates 
Melbourne Cup Day?  

  1Yes  (Go to Q 23.) 2 No  (Go to Q 24.) 
 
Q23. 

 
Do you consider yourself to be a “punter”?  

  1Yes  (Go to Q 24.) 2 No  (Go to Q 24.) 
 
Q24. Are you a member of the Victoria Racing Club (VRC)?  
  1Yes  2 No  
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[Note: The following questions and prize entry coupon was only distributed to respondents 
in Pilot Study 1]. 

 
Q25. How long did it take you to complete this 

questionnaire? 
 
___________ minutes (approx.) 

 
Q26. Were there any questions or items that you did not understand? If so, which 

questions or items and why? 
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
Q27. Would you like to make any other comments about this questionnaire? 

________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
Thank-you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire! 
 
 
(Cut here) 

 
PRIZE ENTRY COUPON 

 
Thank-you for taking the time to participate in this research.  To be eligible to be in the 
prize draw to win one of the following prizes, please complete the prize entry coupon at 
the bottom of this page, fold these pages in half and staple, and then place in the GU 
internal mail system.  
 

One of Five TEA or COFFEE Vouchers from THE COFFEE BUG 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Privacy Statement 
The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and / or use of your individual personal information.  The information collected 
is confidential and will not be disclosed to third parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal or other regulatory authority 
requirements.  A deidentified copy of this data may be used for other research purposes.  However, your anonymity will at all times be 
safeguarded.  For further information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at www.gu.edu.au/ua/aa/vc/pp or telephone [Telephone number 
inserted here]. 

 
 

NAME:  
______________________________________________________________ 

E-MAIL 
ADDRESS: 

 
______________________________________________________________ 

 
 
PLEASE NOTE: This prize entry will be separated from the questionnaire before data entry, so that your 
contact information will not be associated with the questionnaires in anyway.  
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APPENDIX 5-4  

Summary of Pilot Test Results and Decisions (Phase 2) 

 

This appendix presents a summary of the results and decisions (see Appendix Table 5-4) 

that were made in regards to the scale items from the pilot test data for the second research 

phase (see Chapter 5).  



 398 

 398 

Appendix Table 5-4 Summary of pilot test results and decisions†٭ 
 

 Item-Based Statistics PAFa Decisions 

LLabel 
Scales, Dimensions and Items 

Means 
(variances) 
 adequate 
 close to 

extremity 

Corrected 
Item-to-
Totals 
 > .50 
 < .50 

Factor 
loadings 

 > .45 
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Reworded / Added Item 

 Strength of Motivation Scale          
SOM1 I regret when I am unable to attend the event.    .89      
SOM2 Even when attendance is inconvenient I still try to attend.    .86      
SOM3 I am really interested in attending the event.    .85      
SOM4 I feel that attendance to the event is vitally important to me.    .77      

SOM5 I feel that spending time at the event is more worthwhile 
than spending time for other leisure activities.    .77      

 Average inter-item correlations > .30         
 Enduring Decision Involvement Scale          
EDI1 is significant / is insignificant    .88      
EDI2 matters to me / doesn't matter to me    .86      
EDI3 means a lot to me / means nothing to me    .86      
EDI4 is important / is unimportant    .78      
EDI5 is of concern to me / is of no concern to meR   .44       
 Average inter-item correlations > .30         

 
† Source: Derived from analysis of pilot test data.  
  .Note: a  Principal Axis Factoring with Oblique (Direct Oblimin) rotation. R Item reversed coded for analysis ٭
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Appendix Table 5-4 Continued.  

 Item-Based Statistics PAFa Decisions 

LLabel 
Scales, Dimensions and Items 

Means 
(variances) 
 adequate 
 close to 

extremity 

Corrected 
Item-to-
Totals 
 > .50 
 < .50 

Factor 
loadings 
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ed
 

Reworded / Added Item 

 Perceived Constraints Scale          
 Psychological  Constraints          
PC1 I am not interested in the event.    .69      
PC2 I don’t know how to gamble on horseracing.    .59      
PC3 I don’t like to be associated with alcohol consumption.         
PC4 I am not interested in horseracing.    .81      
PC5 I don’t feel safe at events.  M: 2.12 (1.69)        

PC6 I refused to be a part of a nation that stops for a horserace.        I refused to be part of a nation 
that stops for a horserace. 

PC7 I lose my patience easily in social situations.  M: 2.37 (1.83)        
PC8 I feel that I am too old.  M: 1.93 (2.03)  .42       
PC9 I don’t like to be associated with gambling.    .81      
PC10 I did not enjoy the event in the past.          
PC11 I don’t feel confident in social situations.          
PC12 I had too much stress in my day-to-day life.         
PC13 My own health problems made it difficult to attend.  M: 2.15 (2.57)  .38       
PC14 I don’t know anything about horseracing.         
PC15 I get frustrated easily in social situations.  M: 2.20 (1.74)        
PC16 I don’t feel at ease in social situations.          
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Appendix Table 5-4 Continued.  

 Item-Based Statistics PAFa Decisions 

LLabel Scales, Dimensions and Items 
Means 

(variances) 
 adequate 
 close to 

extremity 

Corrected 
Item-to-
Totals 
 > .50 
 < .50 

Factor 
loadings 

 > .45 
 < .45 R
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Reworded / Added Item 

PC17 I feel anxious in social situations.          
 Average inter-item correlations >.30         
 Time Constraints         
TC1 I had no time due to commitments to work.     .77      
TC2 I had more important things to do.     .65      
TC3 I had no time due to commitments to studies.    .71      
TC4 I don’t have enough time.    .71      

TC5 Attending the event required too much planning.   .38       

TC7         I had no time due to 
commitments to my family.  

 Average inter-item correlations > .30         
 Cost Constraints         
CC1 I could not afford to spend money on tickets or entry.    .60      

CC2 The cost of transportation (inc. the present price of fuel) to 
the event was too high.    .74     The cost of transportation to the 

even was too high.  
CC3 The price of food and/or beverages at the event would be too 

expensive.          

CC4 I could not afford to spend money on a special outfit (inc. 
hats and/or clothing) to attend the event.    .57     

I could not afford to spend 
money on a special outfit to 
attend the event.  
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Appendix Table 5-4 Continued. 

 Item-Based Statistics PAFa Decisions 

LLabel Scales, Dimensions and Items 
Means 

(variances) 
 adequate 
 close to 

extremity 

Corrected 
Item-to-
Totals 
 > .50 
 < .50 

Factor 
loadings 

 > .45 
 < .45 R
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ed
 

Reworded / Added Item 

CC5 I had other financial commitments.    .51      
CC6 I didn’t think that it is value for money.   .48       
 Average inter-item correlations > .30         
 Social Relationship Constraints         

SRC1 I felt I was obliged to attend due to pressures of my partner, 
peers or work colleagues.   .47       

SRC2 I could not find the appropriate person or people to attend 
with.   .45       

SRC3 Someone close to me had an aliment or disability which 
made attending difficult.   M: 1.92 (1.98)       

Someone close to me had a 
health condition / disability 
which made attending difficult.  

SRC4 My peers previous experiences and opinions of the event 
influenced me.         

SRC5 My family commitments such as to my children, partner and 
the home kept me from going.    .49      My responsibilities to my family 

or partner kept me from going. 
SRC6 I’d only attend if there were a large number of my friends or 

social group.   .23       

 Average inter-item correlations >.30         
 Access Constraints         
AC1 I’d have to battle the traffic and find parking at the event.    .63      

AC2 I find the crowd’s behaviour (i.e. language used or rowdy 
nature) at specific areas of the event unappealing.     .64     

I find the crowd’s behaviour at 
specific areas of the event 
unappealing  
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Appendix Table 5-4 Continued. 

 Item-Based Statistics PAFa Decisions 

LLabel Scales, Dimensions and Items 
Means 

(variances) 
 adequate 
 close to 

extremity 

Corrected 
Item-to-
Totals 
 > .50 
 < .50 

Factor 
loadings 

 > .45 
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Reworded / Added Item 

AC3 
Getting tickets to the event or specific areas (i.e. marques or 
dining rooms) due to ticketing or balloting systems was too 
difficult.  

  .40      
Getting tickets to the event or 
specific event areas due to 
ticketing or balloting systems 
was too difficult.  

AC4 I’d rather not be caught up in the crowd all day (inc. access 
to facilities and amenities).         I’d rather not be caught up in the 

crowd all day.  
AC5 The weather (i.e. too hot, too cold, too rainy, etc) prevented 

me from attending.        The weather prevented me from 
attending.  

AC6 The crowd’s size would prevent my ability to watch the 
event.    .72      

AC7 The distance that I had to travel to the event was too great.  .49       
AC8 I had no way to get to the event.         
AC9 I find public transport unappealing.         
 Average inter-item correlations > .30         
 Constraint Negotiation Scale          
 Time Management          
TMN1 I worked hard so that I could have more time at the event.   .76      

TMN2 I asked my family to participate in the daily chores so that I 
could have more time at the event.     .77      

TMN3 I used a childminder or babysitter to make free time.    .83      

TMN4 I prioritised what I did and made attending the event a 
priority.    .69      
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Appendix Table 5-4 Continued. 

 Item-Based Statistics PAFa Decisions 

LLabel Scales, Dimensions and Items 
Means 

(variances) 
 adequate 
 close to 

extremity 

Corrected 
Item-to-
Totals 
 > .50 
 < .50 

Factor 
loadings 
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Reworded / Added Item 

TMN5 I arrived early at the venue so that I could avoid the crowd.    .80      
TMN6 I worked attending the event around my other commitments.   .40       

TMN7 I tried to leave the venue early so that I could avoid the 
crowd.         

TMN8 I cut short the time that I spent at the event.    .82      
TMN9 I tried to be organised with my time.   .30       
 Average inter-item correlations > .30         
 Financial          

FSN1 I made sacrifices in other areas of my spending so that I 
could attend the event.    .81      

FSN2 I utilised my credit card so that I could attend the event.    .82     I used my credit card so that I 
could attend the event.  

FSN3 I brought my own food and / or drinks to the event.         
FSN4 I saved money so that I could attend the event.   .34       
FSN5 I borrowed money so that I could attend the event.  M: 2.11 (1.80)   .81      
FSN6 I improvised by attending a cheaper area of the venue.         
FSN7 I sought free or discounted entry to the event.         
FSN8 I have learned to live within my means.         
 Average inter-item correlations > .30         
 Social Relationship Co-ordination         
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Appendix Table 5-4 Continued. 

 Item-Based Statistics PAFa Decisions 

LLabel Scales, Dimensions and Items 
Means 

(variances) 
 adequate 
 close to 

extremity 

Corrected 
Item-to-
Totals 
 > .50 
 < .50 

Factor 
loadings 

 > .45 
 < .45 R
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e 
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Reworded / Added Item 

SRN1 I organised members of my social group so that they could 
attend the event with me.   .62      

SRN2 I went with people of my own age group to make me feel 
more at ease at the event.         

SRN3 I arranged rides or transport with others.         

SRN4 I went with people of my own gender to make me feel more 
comfortable at the event.         

SRN5 I went with a mix of male and female peers to make me feel 
more secure in the event crowd.         

 Average inter-item correlations > .30         
 Activity Compromise          

ACN1 I compromised on a preferred activity and attended the event 
so that I could be with someone close to me.         

ACN2 I have no interest in the event but I attended because 
someone close to me wanted to go.         

ACN3 The event does not particularly interest me but I attended 
because I was offered free entry.         

ACN4 I changed my plans and attended the event so that someone 
close to me could go.    .76      

ACN5 I don’t like horseracing but I attended because someone I 
know wanted to go.          

ACN6 I compromised on a preferred activity and attend the event so 
that someone close to me could attend.          

 Average inter-item correlation > .30         
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Appendix Table 5-4 Continued. 

 Item-Based Statistics PAFa Decisions 

LLabel Scales, Dimensions and Items 
Means 

(variances) 
 adequate 
 close to 

extremity 

Corrected 
Item-to-
Totals 
 > .50 
 < .50 

Factor 
loadings 

 > .45 
 < .45 R
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ov
e 
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d 
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ed
 

Reworded / Added Item 

 Prior Knowledge          

PKN1 I found a way to manage my health condition or injury to 
attend the event.         

PKN2 I applied the things that I have learned from attending other 
major events.    .87      

PKN3 I applied the things that I have learned from attending 
previous Emirates Melbourne Cup celebrations.    .69      

PKN4 
I applied the things that I have learned from listening to 
other people’s experiences with Emirates Melbourne Cup 
celebrations. 

   .73      

PKN5 I applied the things that I have learned from listening to 
other people’s experiences with other major events.     .88      

 Average inter-item correlation > .30         
 Substitution Outcome Scale          

SO1 I found an alternative venue, which provided me with similar 
benefits of the actual event.    .56      

SO2 I sought a venue that was cheaper than the actual event.    .74      

SO3 I attended an alternative venue so that I could experience 
similar outcomes of the actual event.    .76      

SO4 I substituted a preferred event venue for a more convenient 
one.    .69      

SO5 I found an alternative venue that was close to my home.    .58      
 Average inter-item correlation > .30         
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APPENDIX 5-5 

Main Study Survey Instrument Package (Phase 2)  

 

This appendix provides a copy of the final survey instrument package that was used in the 

main study in research phase 3. This appendix contains: a) a covering letter, b) information 

sheet, c) questionnaire, and d) prize entry information and coupon.  
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Griffith Business School 
Department of Tourism, Leisure, 
Hotel and Sport Management 
 
Postal address: 
Gold Coast Campus, Griffith University 
PO Box 50, GCMC 
Queensland 9726, Australia 

 

 
 
 
 
 
Dear [Insert Participant’s Initial and Surname here],  

 

I am writing to invite you to participate in my PhD research project, by completing the enclosed 

questionnaire. The project, which is titled, ‘Celebrations of the 2006 Melbourne Cup’, is 

looking at the decision-making process of attendees and non-attendees to a major sporting 

event, such as the Emirates Melbourne Cup. Further information on the project has been 

provided within the envelope. Please take a few minutes to read over this information.  

 

To ensure the success of this research, and my PhD, your participation is both important and 

greatly appreciated by me. I would therefore be grateful if you could complete the enclosed 

questionnaire and return it to me. Even if you did not attend the Emirates Melbourne Cup 

Day at Flemington racecourse or any associated Emirates Melbourne Cup Day celebration 

on Tuesday 7th November, 2006, I would appreciate if you would complete the enclosed 

questionnaire to the best of your ability.  I am interested to find out your experiences, 

perceptions and decisions regarding this event, as well as from those people who did attend. I 

anticipate that the questionnaire will take around 10 to 15 minutes to complete. If you 

participated in an early stage of this research project in 2005 or 2006, please do not participate 

in this questionnaire. 

 

 

As an additional INCENTIVE, all those who complete the questionnaire and return it with the 

enclosed prize entry coupon will be entered into the draw to win one of the following prizes: 

 

One CALTEX StarCash Gift Car, worth $50 

One of four CALTEX StarCash Gift Cards, worth $25 each 

(Please see the enclosed prize entry coupon for further details and conditions of entry). 

 

To enter the prize draw, all you need to do is: 

1. Fill in the questionnaire 

2. Fill in your details on the enclosed prize entry coupon 

3. Place the prize entry coupon into the BLANK envelope and seal. 
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4. Place the BLANK envelope and the completed questionnaire into the REPLY PAID 

envelope. 

5. Pop the REPLY PAID envelope in the post! Good Luck! 

 

Your contact details have been obtained from The Prospect Shop, which distributes a marketing 

contact database based on the voluntary response to the Australian Lifestyle Survey.  If you 

would like to be removed from this database, please write to “The Privacy Officer”, The 

Prospect Shop, 45 Grosvenor St, Woollahara, NSW, 2025.  

 

All information gathered is completely confidential and entirely anonymous – I ask that you do 

not write your name or any other identifying information on the questionnaire.  Questionnaires 

will be separated from the blank sealed envelopes, containing the prize entry coupons by 

university staff, so your contact details will not be associated with the questionnaires in any 

way.  Names and contact information on the prize entry coupons will not be provided to any 

third parties.  If you wish to complete the questionnaire, but not enter the prize draw, please 

return the questionnaire only.  Returning the questionnaire is taken as your consent to 

participate in this research.  

 

If you require any further information on the project, please contact myself, Amanda Ayling, on 

[Telephone number inserted here] or at [Email address inserted here].  

 

Thank-you in advance for your time and assistance with this research. 

 

 

 

 

Amanda Ayling  

Enc. 
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CELEBRATIONS OF THE 2006 EMIRATES MELBOURNE CUP Research Project 

 
INFORMATION SHEET 

 

 

RESEARCH TEAM: 

Amanda Ayling Prof. Beverley Sparks A/Prof. Dan Funk 

PhD Candidate Principal Supervisor Associate Supervisor 

[Telephone number inserted 

here] 

[Telephone number inserted 

here] 

[Telephone number inserted 

here] 

[Email address inserted here] [Email address inserted here] [Email address inserted here] 

 

The enclosed questionnaire forms a part of a PhD project, situated in the area of consumer 

behaviour and major sporting events. We often feel the impact of constraints on our 

decisions to participate in a variety of activities in daily life.  For example, whether it is 

finding the time, money or someone to participate with in leisure or touristic activities, such 

as playing golf, going on a holiday or attending a major event, can sometimes provide a 

challenge.  This project is looking at the types and effects that these barriers have on their 

decisions to attend a major sporting event.  In particular, the project is studying the links 

between the types of barriers that people encounter; their level of motivation towards 

attending or not attending the event; their attendance preference; and the types of strategies 

and resources that some people may use to overcome barriers to attend the event.  

 

We are interested in hearing from: 

 People who have attended the 2006 Emirates Melbourne Cup event at Flemington 

racecourse,  

 Those people who attended a ‘substitute’ event of the 2006 Emirates Melbourne Cup, and  

 Those people who have no involvement in the event or associated celebrations, whatsoever. 

 

Substitute events are celebrations or viewing parties that are held away from the actual major 

event site, such as Flemington racecourse, but at the same time as the actual major event.  In the 

case of the Emirates Melbourne Cup, substitute events include listening or watching the race on 

the radio or television, and / or partaking in the Emirates Melbourne Cup day activities and 

luncheons at homes, hotels, pubs, sporting / non-sporting clubs, workplaces, and at local 

racecourse.  
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We have obtained your contact details from The Prospect Shop, which distributes a marketing 

contact database based on the voluntary responses to the Australian Lifestyle Survey. This 

questionnaire has been distributed to only Victorian residents. Information collected as part of 

this research will remain confidential and only aggregated or combined results will be reported 

in any subsequent publications.  

 

By completing and returning this questionnaire, you are indicating your willingness and consent 

to participate in this project. Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the 

National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Research Involving Humans. If potential participants 

have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the project, they can be made 

directly to Amanda Ayling (see contact details above) or to the Manager, Research Ethics on 

[Telephone number inserted here] or to [Email address inserted here]. 

 

The research will benefit event organisers and destination marketing organisations in providing 

a greater understanding and insight into the decision-making process of attendees and non-

attendees to major sporting events, which will ultimately benefit the event consumer. The 

results from this questionnaire will be in the form of a doctorial thesis, conference proceedings, 

journal articles and industry reports.  Should you wish to receive a summary of the results, 

please contact Amanda Ayling. It is anticipated that a summary of the results will be made 

available in early 2007.  

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

Privacy Statement 
The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and / or use of your individual personal information.  The information 
collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to third parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal or other 
regulatory authority requirements.  A deidentified copy of this data may be used for other research purposes.  However, your 
anonymity will at all times be safeguarded.  For further information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at 
www.gu.edu.au/ua/aa/vc/pp or telephone [Telephone number inserted here]. 
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CELEBRATIONS OF THE 2006 EMIRATES MELBOURNE CUP 

Research Project  

 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

 

 

 

 
  

 

 

 

Instructions  

 Even if you did not attend the Emirates Melbourne Cup Day at Flemington racecourse or 

any associated Emirates Melbourne Cup Day celebration on Tuesday 7th November 2006, 

please complete the following questions to the best of your ability. 

 Most of the questions ask you to tick a box or circle a number that best represents your 

experiences and perceptions. 

 Please do not write your name or any other identifying information on the questionnaire. 
 The questionnaire should take around 10 to 15 minutes to complete. 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Key Terms 

 

The Actual Event refers to the 2006 Emirates Melbourne Cup Day activities held at Flemington 

racecourse (inc. the activities in the racecourse car park).  

 

Substitute Event/s refers to the 2006 Emirates Melbourne Cup Day activities that are held at 

venues that are away from Flemington racecourse. Substitute events include listening or watching 

the race on the radio / television, and / or partaking in the activities or luncheons at homes, 

sporting / non-sporting clubs, pubs, hotels, workplaces, local racecourses and outdoor areas, 

amongst many other venues.  

 

In some questions, the term “celebration” is used (i.e., “celebrations of the 2006 Emirates 

Melbourne Cup” or “2006 Emirates Melbourne Cup celebrations”). Celebration refers to both the 

actual event and substitute event.  
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Section A: First, we are interested to find out what you did on the 2006  

Emirates Melbourne Cup Day. 

 

Q1a. 
On the 7th November 2006, did you attend the Emirates Melbourne Cup 
event at Flemington racecourse?  
 

  1Yes  (Go to Q 2a.) 2 No  (Go to Q 1b.) 
 

Q1b. 
On the 7th November 2006, did you attend a substitute event of the 
Emirates Melbourne Cup, away from Flemington racecourse?  
 

  1Yes  (Go to Q 3a.) 2 No  (Go to Q 5.) 
 
 

Q2a. 
What area of Flemington racecourse did you mainly attend for the 2006 
Emirates Melbourne Cup? (Please tick ONE box only). 
 

 1 General Admission 2 Racecourse Car Park 3 Marquee 

 4 Corporate Area 5 Members Area 6 Grandstand 

 7 Dining Room / Restaurant 8 Other area (please specify)_______________ 
 

 

Q2b. Did you attend this area of Flemington racecourse for work-related 
reasons?  

  1Yes  (Go to Q 4a.) 2 No  (Go to Q 4a.) 
 

Q3a. What type of substitute event venue did you mainly attend?  Was it at… 
(Please tick ONE box only). 

 1 Home 2 Friend’s house 3 Workplace 

 4 Hotel / Resort 5 Pub / Tavern 6 Casino 

 7 Sporting Club 8 Non-sporting Club 9 Park 

 10 Function Hall / Centre 11 Other (please specify)______________________ 
 

Q3b. Did you attend this venue for work-related reasons?  

  1Yes  (Go to Q 4a.) 2 No  (Go to Q 4a.) 
 

Q4a. Did you attend this venue for the 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup Day? 
  1Yes  (Go to Q 5.) 2 No  (Go to Q 4b.) 
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Q4b. If NO, please specify the type of venue you attended.  
 _______________________________________________  (Go to Q 5.) 

 

Section B:  Please complete this section, regardless of whether you  

attended or did not attend a 2006 Emirates Melbourne Cup 

celebration.  
 
 

 
Q5. 

What is your level of involvement towards your decision to either attend 
or not attend an Emirates Melbourne Cup celebration?   
 
Please read the following statements and circle ONE number in EACH row.  
 
 

 
To me, the decision to attend a Emirates Melbourne Cup celebration: 
 

Is important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Is unimportant 

Is of no concern to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Is of concern to me 

Means a lot to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Means nothing to me 

Matters to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Doesn’t matter to me 

Is significant  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Is insignificant 
 
 
 
Q6. 

How strongly motivated are you to attend the 2006 Emirates Melbourne 
Cup event?  Please rate each of the following statements, where 1 = Never 
True to 7 = Always True.  
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I regret when I am unable to attend a event. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Even when attendance is inconvenient I still try to 
attend. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I feel that attendance to the event is vitally important 
to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I am really interested in attending the event. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I feel that spending time at the event is more 
worthwhile than spending time for other leisure 
activities.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Section C:  Please complete this section, regardless of whether you  

attended or did not attend a 2006 Emirates Melbourne Cup 

celebration.  

 
Q7. 

The following are a list of factors that may have influenced your decisions to 
either attend or not attend a 2006 Emirates Melbourne Cup celebration. 
Please rate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the following 
statements, where 1 = Strongly Disagree and 7 = Strongly Agree.   
 

The main barriers or problems that I 
encountered when deciding to attend a 2006 
Emirates Melbourne Cup celebration were 
that: 
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I am not interested in the event. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I had no time due to commitments to work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The cost of transportation to the event was 
too high. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I felt I was obliged to attend due to the 
pressures of my partner, peers or work 
colleagues. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I’d have to battle the traffic and find parking 
at the event. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I am not interested in horseracing. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I had no time due to commitments to my 
family. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I find the crowd’s behaviour at specific areas 
of the event unappealing. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I could not afford to spend money on a 
special outfit. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I don’t know how to gamble on horseracing. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I could not find the appropriate person or 
people to attend with. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Getting tickets to the event or specific event 
areas due to ticketing or balloting systems 
was too difficult. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I don’t like to be associated with alcohol 
consumption. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I could not afford to spend money on tickets 
or entry. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I don’t feel safe at events. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I had more important things to do. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Someone close to me had a health condition / 
disability which made attending difficult. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I’d rather not be caught up in the crowd all 
day. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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The main barriers or problems that I 
encountered when deciding to attend a 2006 
Emirates Melbourne Cup celebration was that: 
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I lose my patience easily in social situations. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

My peers’ previous experiences and opinions of 
the event influenced me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I feel that I am too old. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The price of food &/or drinks at the event would 
be too expensive. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I had other financial commitments. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The weather prevented me from attending. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

My responsibilities to my family or partner kept 
me from going. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I don’t like to be associated with gambling. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I don’t have enough time. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The crowd’s size would make it difficult to watch 
the event. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I did not enjoy the event in the past. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I’d only attend if there were a large number of 
my friends or social group. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I don’t feel confident in social situations. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The distance that I had to travel to the event was 
too great. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I had too much stress in my day-to-day life 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I had no way to get to the event. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

My own health problems made it difficult to 
attend. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I find the public transport to the event 
unappealing. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I had no time due to commitments to studies. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I refused to be part of a nation that stops for a 
horserace. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I didn’t think it would be value for money. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Section D: Please complete this section regardless of whether you  

attended or did not attend a 2006 Emirates Melbourne Cup 

celebration. 

 
Q8. 

The items listed below represent the sorts of things that people do to 
overcome barriers or problems to attend events like the Emirates 
Melbourne Cup celebrations. Please rate each item in terms of whether you 
engaged in such activities to attend this year’s celebrations, where 1 = Strongly 
Disagree and 7 = Strongly Agree.    
 

 
Thinking about the main barriers or problems 
that I encountered, some of the things that I 
used to overcome or reduce these barriers or 
problems were: 
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I worked hard so that I could have more time at 
the event. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I made sacrifices in other areas of my spending 
so that I could attend the event. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I asked my family and/or partner to share in the 
daily chores so that I could go to the event. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I found an alternative venue, which provided 
me with benefits similar to the actual event. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I changed my plans and attended the event, so 
that someone close to me could go. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I used my credit card so that I could attend the 
event. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I organised members of my social group so that 
they could attend the event with me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I sought a venue that was cheaper than the 
actual event. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I went with people of my own age group to 
make me feel more at ease at the event. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I used a childminder or babysitter to make free 
time. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I arranged rides or transport with others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I attended an alternative venue so that I could 
experience similar outcomes of the actual 
event. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I compromised on a preferred activity and 
attended the event so that I could be with 
someone close to me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I brought my own food and/or drinks to the 
event. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I prioritised what I did and made attending the 
event a priority. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I have no interest in the event, but I attended 
because someone close to me wanted to go. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I substituted a preferred event venue for a more 
convenient one. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Thinking about the main barriers or problems 
that I encountered, some of the things that I 
used to overcome or reduce these barriers or 
problems were: 
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I went with people of my own gender to make 
me feel more comfortable at the event.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I found a way to manage my health condition or 
injury to attend the event. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I saved money so that I could attend the event. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I applied the things that I have learned from 
attending other major events. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I borrowed money so that I can attend the 
event. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I found an alternative venue that was close to 
my home. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The event does not particularly interest me, but 
I attended because I was offered free entry. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I arrived early at the venue so that I could avoid 
the crowd. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I improvised by attending a cheaper area of the 
venue. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I applied the things that I have learned from 
listening to other people’s experiences with 
Melbourne Cup celebrations. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I applied the things that I have learned from 
attending previous Melbourne Cup 
celebrations. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I sought free or discounted entry to the event. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I worked attending the event around my other 
commitments. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I applied the things that I have learned from 
listening to other people’s experiences with 
other major events. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I went with a mix of male and female peers to 
make me feel more secure in the event crowd.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I tried to leave the venue early so that I can 
avoid the crowd. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I cut short the time I spent at the event. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Section E: If you DID NOT attend a 2006 Emirates Melbourne Cup  

celebration, DO NOT complete this section. Instead, please GO 

TO SECTION F. 

  
 

We now have two questions about your attendance to a 2006 Emirates 
Melbourne Cup celebration.  

 
 

Q9. 
How satisfied were of the 2006 Emirates Melbourne Cup celebration at 
this venue? Please circle ONE number ONLY. 
 

 Very Unsatisfied Unsatisfied Unsure Satisfied Very Satisfied 

 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 

Q10. 
How likely would you be to attend the celebration at this venue for the 2007 
Emirates Melbourne Cup? Please circle ONE number ONLY. 
 

 Very Unlikely Unlikely Unsure Likely Very Likely 

 1 2 3 4 5 

 

Section F:  We now have some questions about you that will be used for  

classification purposes within our analysis. All information is 

confidential.  

 
Q11. Are you… 1 Male 2 Female 
 
Q12. What is your year of birth? ___ ___ ___ ___  
 
 
Q13. What is your relationship status?  Please tick ONE box ONLY.  
  1 Single 2 Couple 
 
Q14. What is your highest level of education? Please tick ONE box ONLY.  
  1 Year 10 or less 2 Year 11 / 12 

  3 Certificate / Diploma 4 Trade Qualification 

  5 University Degree  6 Postgraduate Degree 

  7 Other (please specify) ___________________________________ 
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Q15. What is your postcode? ___ ___ ___ ___ 
 
Q16. What is your employment status? Please tick ONE box ONLY.  
  1 Full time 2 Part time 

  3 Casual 4 Retired 

  5 Self employed  6 Not employed 

  7 Other (please specify) ___________________________________ 

 

Q17. Do you have dependent children living 
with you at home? 1 Yes 2 No 

 

Q18. What is your approximate gross (before tax) combined household 
income? Please tick ONE box ONLY.  

  1 Under $20,000 2 $20,000 – 30,000 

  3 $30,001 – 40,000 4 $40,001 – 50,000 

  5 $50,001 - $70,000 6 $70,001 – 100,000 

  7 $100,001 – 150,000 8 Over $150,000 

  9 Don’t know. 10 Prefer not to say. 
 

Q19. Have you previously (prior to 2006) attended the Emirates Melbourne 
Cup at Flemington racecourse? 

  1Yes   2 No  
 

Q20. Do you place bets or wagers on horseracing other than on Emirates 
Melbourne Cup Day?  

  1Yes  (Go to Q 21.) 2 No  (Go to Q 22.) 
 
 
 
Q21. 

 
Do you consider yourself to be a “punter”?  

  1Yes  (Go to Q 22.) 2 No  (Go to Q 22.) 
 
 
Q22. Are you a member of the Victoria Racing Club (VRC)?  
  1Yes  2 No  

 

Thank-you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire! 
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CELEBRATIONS OF THE 2006 EMIRATES MELBOURNE CUP Research Project 
 
 

PRIZE ENTRY COUPON 
 
 
Thank-you for taking the time to participate in this research.  To be eligible to be in the prize 
draw to win one of the following prizes, please complete the prize entry coupon at the 
bottom of this page and return it in the BLANK envelope, which should be placed in the 
larger “reply-paid” envelope along with the completed questionnaire: 
 

 One CALTEX StarCash Gift Card, worth $50 
 One of four CALTEX StarCash Gift Cards, worth $25 each. 

 
CALTEX StarCash Gift Cards are redeemable for fuel and all other products at any participating 

CALTEX service station.  For further information, please go to www.caltex.com.au. 
 

 
 TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF ENTRY 
1. When you enter the competition, you accept these terms and conditions of entry. 
2. Employees of Griffith University (“the University”) directly involved with the “Celebrations 

of the 2006 Melbourne Cup” Research Project and their immediate families are ineligible to 
enter. 

3. Entry into the competition is by returning a completed questionnaire to the PhD candidate: 
Amanda Ayling, Department of Tourism, Leisure, Hotel and Sport Management, Griffith 
University, Gold Coast Campus, PMB 50 GCMC, Queensland, Australia, 9726, OR by 
placing the completed questionnaire and prize entry coupon into the provided reply-paid 
envelope. 

4. The first random drawn entry will receive one $50 CALTEX Star Cash Gift Card.  Following 
this, a further four random drawn entries will each receive one $25 CALTEX Star Cash Gift 
Card. 

5. The decision of the University is final and no correspondence will be entered into.  
6. The prize is not redeemable for cash. 
7. The winner releases the University from any and all causes for action, losses, liability, 

damage, expenses (including legal expense), cost or charges suffered, sustained or in any way 
incurred by the winner as a result of any loss or damage to any physical property of the 
winner, or any injury to or death of any person arising out of, or related to or in any way 
connected with the University or the prize. 

8. The winner will be notified by phone or email on Tuesday 5th December 2006. 
9. The competition closes on Thursday 30th November 2006 at 5pm.  The competition is drawn 

on Monday 4th December 2006 at Griffith University, Gold Coast Campus, Queensland, 
Australia.  You do not have to be at the draw to win.  Prizes will be posted to winners 
following contact.  

 
Privacy Statement 
The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and / or use of your individual personal information.  The 
information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to third parties without your consent, except to meet 
government, legal or other regulatory authority requirements.  A deidentified copy of this data may be used for other 
research purposes.  However, your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded.  For further information consult the 
University’s Privacy Plan at www.gu.edu.au/ua/aa/vc/pp or [Telephone number inserted here].  

 
 

To be in the draw to win one of these valuable prizes, please provide the following 
information. 
Name: _______________________________________ 
Contact Phone Number (inc. area code) / 
Email Address: 

 
________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX 6-1 

Additional Data Collection Method Strategies (Phase 3) 

 

This appendix provides further information on the three strategies that were considered in 

collecting additional survey responses from actual attendees to the 2006 Emirates 

Melbourne Cup in the third research phase. The three strategies that were devised included: 

1) a new postal administration and the use of follow-up postcards, 2) an on-site survey 

distribution at Flemington racecourse and other Victorian racecourses, and 3) the use of an 

on-line survey. Each strategy is briefly discussed next.   

 

Strategy 1: New Postal Administration and Use of Follow-up Postcards  

In keeping with a random sampling method, the use of a follow-up letter or postcard to 

potential respondents was not feasible due to a restricted budget. Equally, the postal 

administration of the survey to a new sample was impractical due to research cost 

constraints.  

 

Strategy 2: On-Site Survey at Victorian Racecourses 

The second strategy, comprising two options was considered and involved the on-site 

distribution of the survey using purposive sampling method.  The first option consisted of 

the researcher gaining approval from the Victorian racing bodies to attend the 2007 

Emirates Melbourne Cup. However, this option was discounted mainly due to the timing of 

the event, which would have resulted in an extensive delay in project completion. 

Furthermore, other various conditions surrounding this event could be different from the 

2006 event, such as the economic climate, weather and equine influenza, which had a 

crippling effect to the Australian racing industry in 2007.  
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The second option comprised the researcher attending other race meetings at Flemington 

racecourse in early 2007, in an attempt to make contact with potential respondents who 

possibly attended the 2006 event. However, upon contact with the racing bodies, it was 

found that the Flemington racetrack was being re-surfaced, resulting in the transfer of the 

race meetings to other tracks across Victoria. Moreover, this option was abandoned 

predominately due to two time related reasons. The first relates to the extensive approval 

process implemented by the racing bodies in regards to on-site survey research. Meanwhile, 

the second was based on an indication by the racing bodies that the transferred race 

meetings were anticipated to have possibly low attendance. This resulted in the researcher 

weighing up the travelling time from Queensland and the subsequent travel and 

accommodation costs, with the probability of receiving an adequate amount of completed 

surveys.  

 

Strategy 3: On-line Survey 

The final strategy involved the use of an on-line survey with a purposive, snowball 

sampling method. In comparison with the other strategies, this option was relatively 

inexpensive and time efficient (Dillman, 2000). Therefore, this method was used to collect 

additional data in this study.  
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APPENDIX 6-2 

Additional Data Collection Recruitment Strategies (Phase 3) 

 

This appendix provides further details on the strategies that were used to recruit potential 

respondents to the on-line survey in the third research phase. These recruitment strategies 

were implemented in an attempt to obtain a range of actual attendees to the 2006 Emirates 

Melbourne Cup. Three recruitment strategies were devised and implemented: 1) the use of 

‘snowball’ emails to Victorian residents through contacts of the researcher, and major 

horseracing and social racing community bodies, 2) the distribution of a media release, and 

3) the placement of an article in the Victoria Racing Club’s monthly newsletter.  

 

Recruitment Strategy 1: Snowball Emails to Victorian Residents 

The first recruitment strategy involved the creation of a snowball type email, which asked 

the potential respondents to complete the on-line survey if they were Victorian resident who 

attended the 2006 Emirates Melbourne Cup. Alternatively, if the email recipient was a non-

Victorian, they were asked to forward the email onto as many people that they knew who 

lived in Victoria. The email was sent to staff and students in the tourism, leisure and 

recreation departments at Griffith University and the major Victorian universities through 

contacts of the researcher. The email was also sent to major racing and social racing 

community bodies, such as the Carbine Club, the Victoria Club and Country Racing 

Victoria.  

  

Recruitment Strategy 2: Media Release Distribution 

The second strategy involved the use of a media release that was prepared by the Griffith 

University External Relations department and sent to the print media outlets in Victoria. 

Appendix Figure 6-6 provides a copy of this media release. The media release resulted with 
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articles appearing in various print media, such as the ‘MX’ and ‘Sportsman’ newspapers. 

The ‘MX’ is a free newspaper that is readily available throughout Australia from transport 

centres (i.e. train, bus and tram stations) and city outlets. The ‘Sportsman’ is a newspaper 

geared towards horserace meetings across Australia.  The paper, available from newsagents 

and through on-line means, contains a comprehensive form guide and articles relating to the 

horseracing industry in Australia.  

 

Recruitment Strategy 3: Victoria Racing Club Newsletter 

The final recruitment method consisted of placing a variation of the snowball email text in 

the Victoria Racing Club’s monthly newsletter. The newsletter was distributed through 

paper and on-line forms to approximately 20 000 Victoria Racing Club and Melbourne Cup 

Carnival members.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 427

 
Date: 30/03/2007 
Mar1607B 

 

MEDIA RELEASE  

Help improve the race that stops a nation 

What would it take to stop a Victorian attending the race that stops a nation? To what lengths would 
people go to ensure they don’t miss Australia’s most popular sporting event? 
 
Griffith University PhD student Amanda Ayling is asking these unusual questions and is calling on 
the community for help. 
 
Ms Ayling of the Gold Coast, is investigating what motivates people to attend or not attend the 
biggest event on Australia’s sporting calendar – the Melbourne Cup – and she needs to hear from 
Victorians who attended the landmark event at Flemington racecourse last year.  
 
Ms Ayling said her research is studying the links between the types of barriers people encounter and 
what they use to overcome these barriers to attend the event. 
 
“I’m looking at the barriers people face, their level of motivation towards attending the Melbourne 
Cup, their venue preference, and the strategies and resources that they use to overcome barriers,” 
Ms Ayling said. 
 
Ms Ayling has already received enough feedback from people who attended substitute events, such 
as celebrations or viewing parties held away from the Flemington racecourse, but needs to hear 
from 150 – 200 Victorians who attended the actual main event in 2006.  
 
Ms Ayling said those who participate in her research work will help create better Melbourne Cup 
events in the future. 
 
“There has been little research into this kind of major sporting event investigating the impact of 
constraints or barriers on attendance and non-attendance,” Ms Ayling said. 
 
“Neither has there been research which has explored the potential negotiation tactics that people use 
to overcome the impact of constraints on participation, and little research has been conducted into 
the existence of substitute events”.  
 
Research results will be made available to event organisers and destination marketing organisations 
to provide a greater understanding into how attendees and those who choose not to attend arrive at 
their decisions.  
 
“This will ultimately benefit the consumer in terms of designing events to meet their 
wants and overcome the barriers they may face in attending,” Ms Ayling said. 
 
People interested in participating in the research can complete an online survey at 
www.surveymonkey.com/MelbCupResearch, which will take 15 minutes to complete.  
 
 
MEDIA CONTACTS: Amanda Ayling [Telephone number inserted here] OR Business & Law 
Communications Officer Fiona Taylor [Telephone number inserted here]. 
 

Appendix Figure 6-2  Media release for on-line survey data collection† 
† Source: Developed and distributed to Australian media outlets for this study by Fiona Taylor, 
Communications Officer, Department of External Relations, Griffith University. 
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APPENDIX 6-3 

Composite Reliability and Average Variance Extracted Formulae  

(Phase 3) 
 

This appendix displays the formulae used to calculate the composite reliability (see 

Appendix Figure 6-3a) and average variance extracted percentages (see Appendix Figure 6-

3b) for the latent factor structures in this study 

 

 
 

 

CR =             (∑p
i=1 λi)2  

(∑p
i=1 λi)2 + ∑p

i V(δ) 
 
 
Appendix Figure 6-3a  Composite reliability (CR) formulae†* 
 
† Source: Hair, J.F., Black, W.C., Babin, B.J., Anderson, R.E., and Tatham, R.L.C. (2006). 
Multivariate data analysis.  Sixth Edition.  Prentice-Hall, New Jersey.  
*Note:  

λi   = completely standardised factor loading for the ith indicator. 
V(δ)  = variance of the error term for the ith indicator.  
p   = number of indicators. 

  
 
 

 

AVE =     ∑p
i=1 λi

2 

p 
 
 
Appendix Figure 6-3b  Average variance extracted percentage (AVE) formulae†* 

 
† Source: Hair, J.F., Black, W.C., Babin, B.J., Anderson, R.E., and Tatham, R.L.C. (2006). 
Multivariate data analysis.  Sixth Edition.  Prentice-Hall, New Jersey.  
*Note:  

λi   = completely standardised factor loading for the ith indicator. 
p   = number of indicators. 
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APPENDIX 6-4 

Sample Descriptive Statistic Tables (Phase 3) 

 
This appendix provides the profile tables of the participants from in the third research 

phase. As such, this appendix contains the sample’s demographic and celebration 

attendance characteristic statistics.  

 

Demographics  
Appendix Table 6-4a Gender† 

 

 Total 
Sample 

Actual 
Attendees 

Substitute 
Attendees 

Non-
attendees 

 n % n % n % n % 

Male 253 43.0 41 42.7 65 38.7 147 45.2 
Female 336 57.0 55 57.3 103 61.3 178 54.8 

Total 589 100.0 96 100.0 168 100.0 197 100.0 

Missing 19 15 2    

Total 608  111 170  327  

 
† Source: Derived from Question 11 of the main survey instrument (“Are you…male/female”). 
 
 

Appendix Table 6-4b Age† 
 

 Total 
Sample 

Actual 
Attendees 

Substitute 
Attendees 

Non-
attendees 

 n % n % n % n % 

18-20  25 4.3 2 2.2 8 4.8 15 4.6 
21-30  159 27.1 17 18.3 50 29.9 92 28.3 
31-45 198 33.8 36 38.8 55 32.9 107 32.9 
46-60 151 25.8 29 31.1 39 23.4 83 25.6 
61-75 47 8.0 9 9.8 12 7.2 26 8.0 
76->80  5 0.9 0 0.0 3 1.8 2 0.6 

Total 585 100.0 93 100.0 167 100.0 325 100.0 

Missing 23 18 3  2  

Total 608 111 170  327  

Mean (years) 40.1 42.3 39.6 39.7 

Range (years) 18-85 18-75 18-85 18-79 

† Source: Derived from Question 12 of the main survey instrument (“What is your year of birth?”). 
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Appendix Table 6-4c Relationship status† 

 

 Total 
Sample 

Actual 
Attendees 

Substitute 
Attendees 

Non-
attendees 

 n % n % n % n % 

Single 161 27.5 29 31.2 37 22.0 95 29.2 
Couple 425 72.5 64 68.8 131 78.0 230 70.8 

Total 586 100.0 93 100.0 168 100.0 325 100.0 

Missing 22  18 2  2  

Total 608  111  170  327  

 
† Source: Derived from Question 13 of the main survey instrument (“What is your relationship 
status? single/couple”).  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix Table 6-4d Education level† 
 

 Total 
Sample 

Actual 
Attendees 

Substitute 
Attendees 

Non-
attendees 

 n % n % n % n % 

Year 10 or less 69 11.8 4 4.3 17 10.1 48 14.7 
Year 11/12 147 25.0 16 17.2 47 28.0 84 25.8 
Certificate/Diploma 126 21.5 12 12.9 40 23.8 74 22.7 
Trade Qualification 36 6.1 1 1.1 6 3.6 29 8.9 
University/College  128 21.8 31 33.3 36 21.4 61 18.7 
Postgraduate  81 13.8 29 31.2 22 13.1 30 9.2 

Total 587 100.0 93 100.0 168 100.0 326 100.0 

Missing 21 18 2  1  

Total 608  111  170  327  

 
†Source: Derived from Question 14 of the main survey instrument (“What is your highest level of 
completed education?”).  
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Appendix Table 6-4e Origin† 
 

 Total 
Sample 

Actual 
Attendees 

Substitute 
Attendees 

Non-
attendees 

 n % n % n % n % 

Inner Melbourne 115 19.6 33 35.9 40 23.8 42 12.9 
Greater 
Melbourne 352 60.1 49 53.3 97 57.7 211 64.7 

Regional Victoria 119 20.3 10 10.8 31 18.5 73 22.4 

Total 586 100.0 92 100.0 168 100.0 326 100.0 

Missing 22 19  2  1  

Total 608 111  170  327  

 
† Source: Derived from Question 15 of the main survey instrument (“What is your postcode?”).  
 
 

 
 

Appendix Table 6-4f Employment status†٭ 
 

 Total 
Sample 

Actual 
Attendees 

Substitute 
Attendees 

Non-
attendees 

 n % n % n % n % 

Full-time 267 45.5 60 64.5 75 44.9 132 40.5 
Part-time 86 14.7 10 10.8 22 13.2 54 16.6 
Casual 54 9.2 3 3.2 22 13.2 29 8.9 
Retired 48 8.2 7 7.5 14 8.4 27 8.3 
Self-
employed 38 6.5 7 7.5 9 5.3 22 6.7 

Not 
employed 71 12.1 3 3.2 16 9.6 52 16.0 

Home Duties 11 1.9 1 1.1 6 3.6 4 1.2 
Semi-retired 1 0.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.3 
On Leave a   7 1.2 2 2.2 2 1.2 3 0.9 
Disability 
Pension 3 0.5 0 0.0 1 .6 2 0.6 

Total 586 100.0 93 100.0 167 100.0 326 100.0 

Missing 22 18 3  1  

Total 608  111  170  327  

 
†Source: Derived from Question 16 of the main survey instrument (“What is your employment 
status? full time/part time/casual/retired/self employed/not employed/ other”).  
  .Note: a “On leave” includes maternity, study and work cover leave ٭
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Appendix Table 6-4g Dependent children† 

 

 Total 
Sample 

Actual 
Attendees 

Substitute 
Attendees 

Non-
attendees 

 n % n % n % n % 

Yes 328 56.1 42 45.7 97 57.7 189 58.2 
No 257 43.9 50 54.3 71 42.3 136 41.8 

Total 585 100.0 92 100.0 168 100.0 325 100.0 

Missing 23  19 2  2  

Total 608  111  170  327  

 
† Source: Derived from Question 17 of the main survey instrument (“Do you have dependent 
children living with you at home?”).  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix Table 6-4h Income level† 
 

 Total 
Sample 

Actual 
Attendees 

Substitute 
Attendees 

Non-
attendees 

 n % n % n % n % 

Under $20,000 69 11.3 5 4.5 18 10.6 46 14.1 
20,000 - 30,000 60 9.9 1 .9 17 10.0 42 12.8 
30,001 - 40,000 51 8.4 2 1.8 12 7.1 37 11.3 
40,001 - 50,000 46 7.6 1 .9 19 11.2 26 8.0 
50,001 - 70,000 84 13.8 13 11.7 25 14.7 46 14.1 
70,001 - 100,000 79 13.0 17 15.3 21 12.4 41 12.5 
100,001 - 150,000 55 9.0 16 14.4 20 11.8 19 5.8 
Over 150,000 44 7.2 26 23.4 11 6.4 7 2.1 
Don't know 19 3.1 1 .9 9 5.2 9 2.8 
Prefer not to say 101 16.6 29 26.1 18 10.6 54 16.5 

Total 608 100.0 111 100.0 170 100.0 327 100.0 

 
†Source: Derived from Question 18 of the main survey instrument (“What is your approximate gross 
[before tax] combined household income?”). 
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Appendix Table 6-4i Horserace gambling on non-Emirates Melbourne cup days† 

 

 Total 
Sample 

Actual 
Attendees 

Substitute 
Attendees 

Non-
attendees 

 n % n % n % n % 

Yes 276 47.0 80 86.0 76 45.2 120 36.8 
No 311 53.0 13 14.0 92 54.8 206 63.2 

Total 587 100.0 93 100.0 168 100.0 326 100.0 

Missing 21  18  2  1  

Total 608  111  170  327  
 
† Source: Derived from Question 20 of the main survey instrument (“Do you place bets or wagers 
on horseracing other than on Emirates Melbourne Cup day?”).  
 
 
 

Appendix Table 6-4j Gambling self-perception† 
 

 Total 
Sample 

Actual 
Attendees 

Substitute 
Attendees 

Non-
attendees 

 n % n % n % n % 

Yes 97 35.4 38 47.5 21 27.6 38 32.2 
No 177 64.6 42 52.5 55 72.4 80 67.8 

Total 274 100.0 80 100.0 76 100.0 118 100.0 

Missing 2  0  0  2  

Total 276  80  76  120  

 
† Source: Derived from Question 21 of the main survey instrument (“Do you consider yourself a 
gambler or ‘punter’?”).  
 
 
 

Appendix Table 6-4k Victoria racing club membership† 
 

 Total 
Sample 

Actual 
Attendees 

Substitute 
Attendees 

Non-
attendees 

 n % n % n % n % 

Yes 54 9.2 63 58.1 11 6.6 0 0.0 
No 531 90.8 48 41.9 156 93.4 325 100.0 

Total 585 100.0 93 100.0 167 100.0 325 100.0 

Missing 23 18 3  2  

Total 608  111  170  327 100.0 

 
† Source: Derived from Question 22 of the main survey instrument (“Are you a member of the 
Victoria Racing Club (VRC)?”).  
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Celebration Attendance Characteristics 

 
Appendix Table 6-4l Celebration venue satisfaction level† 

 

 Total 
Sample 

Actual 
Attendees 

Substitute 
Attendees 

 n % n % n % 

Very unsatisfied 12 4.7 6 5.4 6 4.1 
Unsatisfied 7 2.7 4 3.6 3 2.0 
Unsure 49 19.0 9 8.1 40 27.2 
Satisfied 71 27.5 14 12.6 57 38.8 
Very satisfied 119 46.1 78 70.3 41 27.9 

Total 258 100.0 111 100.0 147 100.0 

Missing 23 0 23  

Total 281 111 170  
 
† Source: Derived from Question 9 of the main survey instrument (“How satisfied were you of the 
2006 Emirates Melbourne Cup celebration at this venue?”).  
 
 
 

Appendix Table 6-4m Repeat visitation likelihood level† 
 

 Total 
Sample 

Actual 
Attendees 

Substitute 
Attendees 

 n % n % n % 

Very unlikely 7 2.7 3 2.7 4 2.7 
Unlikely 9 3.5 2 1.8 7 4.8 
Unsure 14 5.4 3 2.7 11 7.5 
Likely 141 54.7 54 48.6 87 59.2 
Very Likely 87 33.7 49 44.1 38 25.8 

Total 258 100.0 111 100.0 147 100.0 

Missing 23  0  23  

Total 281  111  170  
 
† Source: Derived from Question 10 of the main survey instrument (“How likely would you be to 
attend the celebration at this venue for the 2007 Emirates Melbourne Cup?”).  
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Appendix Table 6-4p Flemington racecourse areas of attendance in 2006† 
 

 Actual 
Attendees 

 n % 

General Admission 23 20.7 
Racecourse car park 12 10.8 
Marquee 10 9.0 
Members Area 48 43.2 
Grandstand 11 9.9 
Dining Room/Restaurant 7 6.3 

Total 111 100.0 

 
† Source: Derived from Question 2a of the main survey instrument (“What are of Flemington 
racecourse did you mainly attend the 2006 Emirates Melbourne Cup? general admission/ racecourse 
car park/marquee/corporate area/members area/grandstand/dining room or restaurant”). 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Appendix Table 6-4q Flemington racecourse attendance in 2006 for Work purposes† 
 

 Actual 
Attendees 

 n % 

Yes 11 9.9 
No 100 90.1 

Total 111 100.0 

 
† Source: Derived from Question 2b of the main survey instrument (“Did you attend this area of 
Flemington racecourse for work-related reasons?”).  
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Appendix Table 6-4r Venue types of substitute attendance in 2006 † 

 

 Substitute 
Attendees  

 n % 

Home 52 31.1 
Friend's house 48 28.7 
Workplace 16 9.6 
Hotel / Resort 10 6.0 
Pub/Tavern 17 10.2 
Sporting Club 11 6.6 
Non-sporting Club 8 4.8 
Casino 1 .6 
Park 2 1.2 
Function hall / centre 1 .6 
Federation Square 1 .6 

Total 167 100.0 

Missing 3  

Total 170  

 
† Source: Derived from Question 4a of the main survey instrument (“What type of substitute event 
venue did you attend? Was it at… home/friend’s house/workplace/hotel or resort/pub or 
tavern/casino/sporting club/non-sporting club/park/function hall or centre”).  
 

 
 

Appendix Table 6-4s Substitute event venue attendance in 2006 for work reasons† 
 

 Substitute 
Attendees 

 n % 

Yes 14 8.2 
No 156 91.8 

Total 170 100.0 

 
† Source: Derived from Question 3b of the main survey instrument (“Did you attend this venue for 
work-related reasons?”).  
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Appendix Table 6-4t Repeat venue type attendance for 2005 Emirates Melbourne cup† 
 

 Total 
Sample 

Actual 
Attendees 

Substitute 
Attendees 

 n % n % n % 

Yes 157 56.9 85 76.6 72 43.6 
No 119 43.1 26 23.4 93 56.4 

Total 276 100.0 111 100.0 165 100.0 

Missing 5  0  5  

Total 281  111  170  

 
† Source: Derived from Question 4a of the main survey instrument (“Did you attend this venue for 
the 2005 Emirates Melbourne Cup?”).  
 

Appendix Table 6-4u Other venue type attended in 2005 for Emirates Melbourne 
cup†٭ 

 

 Total 
Sample 

Actual 
Attendees 

Substitute 
Attendees 

 n % n % n % 

Home 53 51.5 16 61.5 37 48.1 
Friend's house 7 6.8 2 7.7 5 6.5 
Workplace 12 11.7 5 19.2 7 9.1 
Hotel / Resort 1 1.0 0 0.0 1 1.3 
Pub/Tavern 7 6.8 1 3.8 6  
Non-sporting Club 2 1.9 0 0.0 2  
Casino 1 1.0 1 3.8 0  
Park 1 1.0 0 0.0 1 1.3 
Federation Square 1 1.0 0 0.0 1 1.3 
Hospital 1 1.0 1 3.8 0  
Actual Event 7 6.8 0 0.0 7  
Airport 1 1.0 0 0.0 1  
Alternative Race Day 1 1.0 0 0.0 1  
Didn’t Celebrate a  6 5.8 0 0.0 6  
Bistro 1 1.0 0 0.0 1  
Beach 1 1.0 0 0.0 1  

Total 103 100.0 26 100.0 77  

Missing 16 0  16  

Total 119 26  93  

 
† Source: Derived from Question 4b of the main survey instrument (“If NO, please specify the type 
of venue that you attended”).  
 Note: a “Didn’t celebrate” includes non-attendance due to being on holidays or overseas at the time ٭
of the event.  
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APPENDIX 6-5 

Summary of Item-Based Statistics and Decisions (Phase 3)   
 

This appendix provides a summary of the results and decisions (see Appendix Table 6-5) 

that were made in regards to the scale items from the main study data for the third research 

phase (see Chapter 6).  
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Appendix Table 6-5  Summary of main survey item-based results and decisions†٭ 
 

 Item-Based Analysis 
Results Decision 

Label Scales, Dimensions and Items 

Means 
(variances) 
 adequate 
 close to 

extremity 

Corrected 
Item-to-
Totals 
 > .50 
 < .50 R

et
ai

n 

R
em

ov
e 

 Strength of Motivation Scale      
SOM1 I regret when I am unable to attend the event.     
SOM2 Even when attendance is inconvenient I still try to attend.     
SOM3 I am really interested in attending the event.     
SOM4 I feel that attendance to the event is vitally important to me.     
SOM5 I feel that spending time at the event is more worthwhile than spending time for other leisure activities.     
 Average inter-item correlations >.30     
 Enduring Decision Involvement Scale      
EDI1 is significant / is insignificant     
EDI2 matters to me / doesn't matter to me     
EDI3 means a lot to me / means nothing to me     
EDI4 is important / is unimportant     
EDI5 is of concern to me / is of no concern to me R     
 Average inter-item correlations >.30     
 Perceived Constraints Scale      
 

† Source: Derived from analysis of survey data.  
 .Note:  R Item reversed coded for analysis ٭
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Appendix Table 6-5 Continued. 

 Item-Based Analysis 
Results Decision 

Label Scales, Dimensions and Items 

Means 
(variances) 
 adequate 
 close to 

extremity 

Corrected 
Item-to-
Totals 
 > .50 
 < .50 R

et
ai

n 

R
em

ov
e 

 Psychological Constraints      
PC1 I am not interested in the event.     
PC2 I don’t know how to gamble on horseracing.     
PC3 I don’t like to be associated with alcohol consumption.     
PC4 I am not interested in horseracing.     
PC5 I don’t feel safe at events.     
PC6 I refused to be part of a nation that stops for a horserace.     
PC7 I lose my patience easily in social situations.     
PC8 I feel that I am too old.  M: 1.78 (1.69)  .47   
PC9 I don’t like to be associated with gambling.     
PC10 I did not enjoy the event in the past.    .47   
PC11 I don’t feel confident in social situations.      
PC12 I had too much stress in my day-to-day life.     
PC13 My own health problems made it difficult to attend.   .49   
PC14 I don’t know anything about horseracing.     
PC15 I get frustrated easily in social situations.     
PC16 I don’t feel at ease in social situations.      
PC17 I feel anxious in social situations.      
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Appendix Table 6-5 Continued. 

 Item-Based Analysis 
Results Decision 

Label Scales, Dimensions and Items 

Means 
(variances) 
 adequate 
 close to 

extremity 

Corrected 
Item-to-
Totals 
 > .50 
 < .50 R

et
ai

n 

R
em

ov
e 

 Average inter-item correlations >.30     
 Time Constraints     
TC1 I had no time due to commitments to work.      
TC2 I had more important things to do.      
TC3 I had no time due to commitments to studies.     
TC4 I don’t have enough time.     
TC7 I had no time due to commitments to my family.     
 Average inter-item correlations >.30     
 Cost Constraints     
CC1 I could not afford to spend money on tickets or entry.     
CC2 The cost of transportation to the even was too high.     
CC3 The price of food and/or beverages at the event would be too expensive.      
CC4 I could not afford to spend money on a special outfit to attend the event.     
CC5 I had other financial commitments.     
CC6 I didn’t think that it is value for money.     
 Average inter-item correlations >.30     
 Social Relationship Constraints     
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Appendix Table 6-5 Continued. 

 Item-Based Analysis 
Results Decision 

Label Scales, Dimensions and Items 

Means 
(variances) 
 adequate 
 close to 

extremity 

Corrected 
Item-to-
Totals 
 > .50 
 < .50 R

et
ai

n 

R
em

ov
e 

SRC1 I felt I was obliged to attend due to pressures of my partner, peers or work colleagues.  M: 1.79 (2.06)  .34   
SRC2 I could not find the appropriate person or people to attend with.     
SRC3 Someone close to me had a health condition / disability which made attending difficult.      
SRC4 My peers previous experiences and opinions of the event influenced me.     
SRC5 My responsibilities to my family or partner kept me from going.     
SRC6 I’d only attend if there were a large number of my friends or social group.     
 Average inter-item correlations >.30     
 Access Constraints     
AC1 I’d have to battle the traffic and find parking at the event.     
AC2 I find the crowd’s behaviour at specific areas of the event unappealing     

AC3 
Getting tickets to the event or specific event areas due to ticketing or balloting systems was too 
difficult.   .42   

AC4 I’d rather not be caught up in the crowd all day.     
AC5 The weather prevented me from attending.   .34   
AC6 The crowd’s size would prevent my ability to watch the event.     
AC7 The distance that I had to travel to the event was too great.     
AC8 I had no way to get to the event.   .49   
AC9 I find public transport unappealing.     
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Appendix Table 6-5 Continued. 

 Item-Based Analysis 
Results Decision 

Label Scales, Dimensions and Items 

Means 
(variances) 
 adequate 
 close to 

extremity 

Corrected 
Item-to-
Totals 
 > .50 
 < .50 R

et
ai

n 

R
em

ov
e 

 Average inter-item correlations >.30     
 Constraint Negotiation Scale      
 Time Management Constraints      
TMN1 I worked hard so that I could have more time at the event.     
TMN2 I asked my family to participate in the daily chores so that I could have more time at the event.      
TMN3 I used a childminder or babysitter to make free time.  M: 1.83 (1.85)    
TMN4 I prioritised what I did and made attending the event a priority.     
TMN5 I arrived early at the venue so that I could avoid the crowd.     
TMN6 I worked attending the event around my other commitments.     
TMN7 I tried to leave the venue early so that I could avoid the crowd.     
TMN8 I cut short the time that I spent at the event.     
 Average inter-item correlations >.30     
 Financial      
FSN1 I made sacrifices in other areas of my spending so that I could attend the event.     
FSN2 I used my credit card so that I could attend the event.     
FSN3 I brought my own food and / or drinks to the event.   .48   
FSN4 I saved money so that I could attend the event.     
FSN5 I borrowed money so that I could attend the event.     
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Appendix Table 6-5 Continued. 

 Item-Based Analysis 
Results Decision 

Label Scales, Dimensions and Items 

Means 
(variances) 
 adequate 
 close to 

extremity 

Corrected 
Item-to-
Totals 
 > .50 
 < .50 R

et
ai

n 

R
em

ov
e 

FSN6 I improvised by attending a cheaper area of the venue.     
FSN7 I sought free or discounted entry to the event.     
 Average inter-item correlations >.30     
 Social Relationship Coordination     
SRN1 I organised members of my social group so that they could attend the event with me.     
SRN2 I went with people of my own age group to make me feel more at ease at the event.  M: 2.01 (1.54)    
SRN3 I arranged rides or transport with others.     
SRN4 I went with people of my own gender to make me feel more comfortable at the event.  M: 1.82 (2.04)  .48   
SRN5 I went with a mix of male and female peers to make me feel more secure in the event crowd.  M: 2.23 (1.85)  .41   
 Average inter-item correlations >.30     

 Activity Compromise      
ACN1 I compromised on a preferred activity and attended the event so that I could be with someone close to me.     
ACN2 I have no interest in the event but I attended because someone close to me wanted to go.     
ACN3 The event does not particularly interest me but I attended because I was offered free entry.     
ACN4 I changed my plans and attended the event so that someone close to me could go.     
 Average inter-item correlations >.30     
 Prior Knowledge      
PKN1 I found a way to manage my health condition or injury to attend the event.     
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Appendix Table 6-5 Continued. 

  Item-Based Analysis 
Results Decision 

Label Scales, Dimensions and Items 

Means 
(variances) 
 adequate 
 close to 

extremity 

Corrected 
Item-to-
Totals 
 > .50 
 < .50 R

et
ai

n 

R
em

ov
e 

PKN2 I applied the things that I have learned from attending other major events.     
PKN3 I applied the things that I have learned from attending previous Emirates Melbourne Cup celebrations.     

PKN4 I applied the things that I have learned from listening to other people’s experiences with Emirates Melbourne 
Cup celebrations.     

PKN5 I applied the things that I have learned from listening to other people’s experiences with other major events.      
 Average inter-item correlations >.30     
 Substitution Outcome Scale      
SO1 I found an alternative venue, which provided me with similar benefits of the actual event.     
SO2 I sought a venue that was cheaper than the actual event.     
SO3 I attended an alternative venue so that I could experience similar outcomes of the actual event.     
SO4 I substituted a preferred event venue for a more convenient one.     
SO5 I found an alternative venue that was close to my home.     
 Average inter-item correlations >.30     
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APPENDIX 7-1 

Chi-Square (∆x2) Difference Statistic Formulae (Phase 4) 

  

This appendix displays the formulae used to calculate the chi-square difference statistics for 

the confirmatory factor and structural equation models in the fourth research phase, as 

indicated in Chapter 7.  

 

 

 

 

   ∆x2
∆df = x2

df (Model B) – x2
df(Model A) 

       ∆df = df(Model B) – df(Model A) 
 

Appendix Figure 9-1  Chi-square (∆x2) difference statistic formulae †٭ 
 
† Source: Hair, J.F., Black, W.C., Babin, B.J., Anderson, R.E., and Tatham, R.L.C. (2006; p. 756). 
Multivariate data analysis.  Sixth Edition.  Prentice-Hall, New Jersey.  
  :Note٭
 ∆x2  = Chi-square difference statistic 

∆df   = Degrees of freedom difference 
x2  = Chi-square 

df  = Degrees of freedom 
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